
  Appendix A: List of Preparers 

June 2016  Potomac Yard Metrorail Station / Final EIS 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX A:  

LIST OF PREPARERS 
 

 

 



 

 

June 2016  Potomac Yard Metrorail Station / Final EIS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  Appendix A – List of Preparers 

June 2016  Potomac Yard Metrorail Station / Final EIS A-1 

APPENDIX A – LIST OF PREPARERS 

FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION Terry Garcia Crews, Regional Administrator  

Brigid Hynes-Cherin, Regional Administrator (former) 

Jay Fox, Regional Counsel 

Melissa McGill, Community Planner 

Daniel Koenig, Environmental Protection Specialist 

Elizabeth Patel, Environmental Protection Specialist 

CITY OF ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA Yon Lambert, AICP, Director, Transportation and Environmental 
Services  

Rich Baier, P.E., Director, Transportation and Environmental 
Services (former) 

Abi Lerner, P.E., Deputy Director, Transportation and 
Environmental Services (through October 2012) 

Sandra Marks, AICP, Division Chief of Transportation Planning, 
Transportation and Environmental Services (former) 

Ramond Robinson, Transit Division Chief, Transportation and 
Environmental Services 

Marti Reinfeld, Transit Division Chief, Transportation and 
Environmental Services (former) 

Lee Farmer, AICP, Potomac Yard Projects Manager, 
Transportation and Environmental Services 

Susan Gygi, P.E., Potomac Yard Projects Manager, 
Transportation and Environmental Services (former) 

Ray Hayhurst, Urban Planner, Transportation and Environmental 
Services 

Jeff Farner, Deputy Director, Department of Planning and Zoning 

Ben Aiken, Urban Planner, Department of Planning and Zoning 
(former) 

Bethany Znidersic, Urban Planner, Department of Recreation, 
Parks and Cultural Activities 

WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA 
TRANSIT AUTHORITY 

John Thomas, P.E., Director, Office of Major Capital Projects 

James A. Ashe, P.E., C.P.G., Manager, Environmental Planning 
and Compliance 

Suzanna Sterling-Dyer, Assistant Project Manager 

Corinne Rémy, Workforce Diversity and Compliance Specialist 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE Peter May, Associate Regional Director for Lands, Planning, and 
Design 

Simone Monteleone, Chief of Resource Management, George 
Washington Memorial Parkway, National Capital Region  

Tammy Stidham, Chief of Planning, Compliance and GIS, 
National Capital Region 
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AECOM Diana C. Mendes, AICP, Project Director 

Mark Niles, AICP, Project Manager 

Bill Pugh, AICP, Deputy Project Manager 

Selman Altun, P.E., Traffic Planning  

Brent Barnes, AICP, Transportation 

Sara Carini, Economics 

Ben Chambers, Environmental Documentation 

Raka Choudhury, AICP, Environmental Documentation 

Megan Cogburn, Environmental Documentation, Section 4(f) 
Statement 

Shawn Dias, Geographic Information Systems 

Lee Farmer, AICP, Land Use/Socioeconomic Effects, Evaluation 
of Alternatives (former) 

Drew Foley, Water Resources 

James Gast, General Plans  

Kimber Lee Green, Production Manager 

Alan Hachey, AICP, Natural Resources 

Mike Hance, General Plans  

Tom Herzog, Air Quality, Noise, and Vibration 

Toni Horst, PhD, Economics 

Brian Keightley, RPF, Water Resources 

Steve Kley, P.E. General Plans 

Barrett Lane, AICP, Environmental Documentation 

John Lawrence, Cultural Resources 

Lyle Leitelt, AICP, Section 4(f) Statement 

Brendan McGuinness, Contaminated Materials  

Jason Mumford, P.E., AICP, General Plans 

Mike Powers, General Plans 

Madhu Reddy, AICP, Geographic Information Systems  

Claire Sale, AICP, Visual Resources 

Selina Zapata, Scoping 

Vanessa Zeoli, Cultural Resources 

KGP Design Studio Bill Gallagher, AIA, Architecture, General Plans 

Ethan Marsh, Architecture, General Plans   

Connetics Transportation Group Tim Crobons, Transportation Planning and Operations Manager 

Parsons Brinckerhoff David Earley, Finance 
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Foursquare Integrated Transportation 
Planning 

Lora Byala, AICP, Land Use/Socioeconomic Effects and 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Effects 

Shana Johnson, AICP, Land Use/Socioeconomic Effects 
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APPENDIX B – LIST OF COOPERATING AND PARTICIPATING AGENCIES 

Jurisdiction Agency 
Agency Type/ Coordination 

Role 
Regulatory Role or Technical 

Expertise 

Federal 

Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) 

Lead Federal Agency NEPA Compliance 

National Park Service (NPS) Cooperating Agency Federal Parklands 

U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA) 

Participating Agency 
NEPA Compliance/ Hazardous 
Materials/ Federal Sustainable 

Communities Initiatives 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) 

Participating Agency Wetlands and Water Quality 

U.S. Department of Defense Participating Agency 
Economic, Security and Travel 

Demand Management 

Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) 

Participating Agency Airport Clear Zones 

Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) 

Participating Agency Roadway Traffic and Operations 

Federal Railroad Administration 
(FRA) 

Participating Agency 
Federal Regulator - adjacent 
Class I Freight Rail Corridor 

National Capital Planning 
Commission (NCPC) 

Participating Agency 
Specific Regulatory Authorities 
in the National Capital Region 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) 

Participating Agency 
Federally Listed Threatened and 

Endangered Species 

Regional 

Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Authority (WMATA) 

Cooperating Agency 
Metrorail System Operations, 
Capital Projects, and NEPA 

Compliance 
Metropolitan Washington 
Airports Authority (MWAA) 

Participating Agency 
Ronald Reagan Washington 

National Airport Operator 

State 

Virginia Department of Rail and 
Public Transportation (VDRPT) 

Participating Agency 
Operational & Capital Funding 

for Transit Agencies 

Virginia Department of 
Transportation (VDOT) 

Participating Agency Roadway Traffic and Operations 

Virginia Department of Historic 
Resources (VDHR) 

Participating Agency Cultural Resources 

City of 
Alexandria 

City of Alexandria 
Joint Lead Agency and Project 

Sponsor 
Local Project Jurisdiction 

Alexandria Police Department Participating Agency Local Project Jurisdiction 

Department of Planning and 
Zoning (P&Z) 

Participating Agency Local Project Jurisdiction 

Office of Historic Alexandria Participating Agency Local Project Jurisdiction 

Other 
Jurisdictions 

Arlington County Department of 
Environmental Services (DES) 

Participating Agency Local Project Jurisdiction 
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APPENDIX C - REFERENCES 

Regulatory Guidance 
Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. U.S. 

Department of Transportation. Order 5610.2(a.). Federal Register Volume 77. Issue 91. May 10, 2012.  

American Antiquities Act of 1906, U.S. Code. Title 54, §§320301-320303.  

 “Circulars A-4 and A-94”. United States Office of Management and Budget. Accessed August 27, 2012. 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars_default. 

Clean Air Act of 1963, U.S. Code. Title 42, Chapter 85. 

Clean Water Act, U.S. Code. Title 33, §1251.  

Code of Ordinances. Title 13, Section 13-1-3. City of Alexandria.  

Concept Plan for Potomac Yard. CDD #99-01. City of Alexandria. Determining Conformity of Federal Actions to 

State or Federal Implementation Plans. 40 CFR Part 93. 

Director’s Order #77-1: Wetland Protection. National Park Service. October 30, 2002.  

Endangered Species Act. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1973, Title 16, §§1531-1544.  

Environmental Impact and Related Procedures. 23 CFR Part 771. U.S. Department of Transportation. 

Environmental Justice – Guidance under the National Environmental Policy Act. Council on Environmental 

Quality (CEQ). December 10, 1997.  

Environmental Justice - Policy Guidance for Federal Transit Administration Recipients. FTA Circular 4703.1. 

Federal Transit Administration. August 15, 2012. 

Establishing a Federal Flood Risk Management Standard and a Process for Further Soliciting and Considering 

Stakeholder Input. Executive Order 13690. January 30, 2015.  

Farmland Protection Policy, U.S. Code. Title 7, Chapter 73.  

Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. 

Executive Order 12898. February 11, 1994.  

Floodplain Management. Chapter 48. Arlington County Code. Arlington County. “National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards (NAAQS) – as of October 2011”. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Accessed May 

2012. http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html. National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, U.S. Code. Title 

42 §4321 et seq. 
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Invasive Species. Executive Order 13112. February 3,1999. 

National Historic Preservation Act, U.S. Code. Title 16, §300101 et seq. 

Noise Control. Chapter 15. Arlington County Code. Arlington County. September 2011.  

Noise Control Code (Chapter 5), Part II – The Code of General Ordinances, Title 11- Health, Environmental and 

Sanitary Regulations. Office of Environmental Quality (OEQ). City of Alexandria.  

North Potomac Yard CDD Zoning. CDD #2009-0001. City of Alexandria. 

North Potomac Yard Urban Design Standards: Implementing a Complete Sustainable Community. City of 

Alexandria. 2010.  

NPS Cultural Soundscape Management Policy 5.3.1.7. National Park Service. 2006. 

NPS Organic Act of 1916. 39-Sta. 535. National Park Service. 1916. 

NPS Soundscape Management Policy 4.9. National Park Service. 2006.  Protection of Children from 

Environmental Health and Safety Risks. FTA Proposed Circular FTA C 4702.1B Title VI Requirements 

and Guidelines for Federal Transit Administration Recipients. Executive Order 13045. April 21, 1997.  

Protection of Historic Properties. 36 CFR Part 800. 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. 40 CFR Part 261. 

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966, U.S. Code. Title 49, §303.  

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation. 44 FR 44716. 

National Park Service. 1983.  

Standard of Performance for Visible Emissions and Fugitive Dust/Emissions (Rule 5-1). Virginia Department of 

Environmental Quality. http://www.deq.virginia.gov/Portals/0/DEQ/Air/Regulations/501.pdf. 

Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, 2nd Edition. Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority. 

2003.   

Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. FTA-VA-90-1003-06. Federal Transit Administration. 

Washington, D.C. May 2006. 

Transportation Conformity Guidance for Quantitative Hot-spot Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10 Nonattainment and 

Maintenance Areas. EPA-420-B-040. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. December 2010.  

Virginia Antiquities Act, Code of Virginia. Chapter 10, §1-2300.  

Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Regulations, Code of Virginia. Chapter 4, §§50-30-10 to 110. 

Virginia Solid Waste Management Regulations, Code of Virginia. Chapter 9, §20-80-10.  
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Visual Impact Assessment for Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance. Chapter 61. Arlington County Code.  

USEPA All Appropriate Inquiries. 40 CFR Part 312. 

WMATA Manual of Design Criteria for Maintaining and Continued Operation of Facilities and Systems. Section 

16. Release 9. Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority. February 18, 2010. 

“Zoning Ordinance, Section 31A, Historic Preservation Districts”. Arlington County. 

http://building.arlingtonva.us/wp-content/uploads/2012/04/ACZOSection31A.pdf. 

Zoning Ordinance, Section. 6-300 - Floodplain Districts. City of Alexandria. 

Zoning Ordinance, Article VI – Special and Overlay Zones. City of Alexandria. 

Zoning Ordinance, Article X. – Historic Districts and Buildings. City of Alexandria.  

Zoning Ordinance, Article XI, Division B. – Development Approvals. City of Alexandria. 

Zoning Ordinance, Contaminated Land Requirements - Sec. 11-410(v). City of Alexandria. 

Reports 
2006-2010 American Community Survey. U.S. Census Bureau.  

2010 Decennial Census. U.S. Census Bureau.  

2012 Impaired Waters Fact Sheet, Arlington County. Virginia Department of Environmental Quality. Accessed 

July 2, 2012. http://www.deq.virginia.gov/fs2012/Choose.aspx. 

A Foundation for Planning Administration, Management and Interpretation of Potomac Heritage. National Park 

Service. 2012.   

AASHTO Practitioner’s Handbook: Complying with Section 4(f) of the U.S. DOT Act. Center for Environmental 

Excellence. 2009. 

Alexandria Combined Sewer System. Virginia Department of Environmental Quality, Virginia Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System, General Permit No. Permit No. VA0087068. Effective January 18, 2007.  

Alexandria Open Space Plan. City of Alexandria. 2002. 

Arlandria Neighborhood Plan. City of Alexandria. 2003.  

Arlington County Bikeshare Transit Development Plan. Arlington County Commuter Services. 2012.  

Arlington Historic Preservation Master Plan. Arlington County. 2006.  

Arlington County Master Transportation Plan. Arlington County. June 2007 (Transit Element adopted July 2009). 

Arlington County Water Pollution Control Facility. Virginia Department of Environmental Quality, Virginia 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, General Permit No. VA0025143. Effective August 13, 2009.  
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Arts Organization Structure and Community Visioning Plan. Alexandria Commission for Arts, City of Alexandria. 

2007. 

Bald Eagle, Fact Sheet: Natural History, Ecology, and History of Recovery. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service. 

Accessed July 2, 2012. http://www.fws.gov/midwest/eagle/recovery/biologue.html. 

Bridge Permit Application Guide. United States Coast Guard. October 2011. 

Briefing on the Draft 2014 CLRP and FY 2015-202 TIP. Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, 

September 2014. 

Capturing the Value of Transit. Belzer, Dena, Nancy Eaton, Nadine Fogarty, and Gloria Ohland. Federal Transit 

Administration. 2008. 

City of Alexandria Comprehensive Transportation Master Plan. City of Alexandria. April 2008. 

City of Alexandria Master Plan. City of Alexandria. 1992.  

City of Alexandria Master Plan, Historic Preservation Element Chapter. City of Alexandria. 1992. 

City of Alexandria Master Plan, Water Quality Management Supplement. City of Alexandria. 2001.  

City of Alexandria Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan Update. City of Alexandria. Draft, October, 2015. 

City of Alexandria Pedestrian and Bicycle Mobility Plan. City of Alexandria. June 2008.  

Columbia Pike Return on Investment Study. Arlington County and Fairfax County, Virginia. July 2012 

Comprehensive Athletic Fields Master Plan. City of Alexandria. 2006. 

Cooperative Land Use Forecasts (Round 8.0). Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG). 

2010. 

Cooperative Land Use Forecasts (Round 8.4).Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG). 

2014. 

Critical Habitat Portal. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service. Accessed July 2, 2012. http://criticalhabitat.fws.gov/crithab/. 

Crystal City Multimodal Transportation Plan. Arlington County. August 2008. 

Crystal City Sector Plan. Arlington County. 2010.  

Crystal City/Potomac Yard Transitway Operations Plan. Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority. 

January 2012. 

Cultural Landscape Report – Mount Vernon Memorial Highway. Washington, DC. National Park Service. 1991.   

Cultural Landscape Report – The Vegetation of the George Washington Memorial Parkway- Central Section: 

Alexandria to Arlington Memorial Bridge. Washington, DC. National Park Service. 2009.   
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Documentation for the 2008 Update of the United States National Seismic Hazard Maps, 2008. U.S. Geological 

Survey. 2008. 

Determination of Mitigation Under the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. U.S. Department of the 

Army and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. February 6, 1990.Draft 2012 305(b)/303(d) Water Quality 

Assessment Integrated Report. Virginia Department of Environmental Quality. 2012. Draft Northern Virginia 

Regional Water Supply Plan. Northern Virginia Regional Commission. December 2011. 

Draft Land Acquisition and Preservation Policy (LAPP) Scope. Department of Parks, Recreation, and Cultural 

Resources. Arlington County. 2010. 

EDR Radius Map™ Report with GeoCheck®, Potomac Yard Metrorail Station EIS US Route 1 Jefferson Davis 

Highway Alexandria, VA 22314 Inquiry Number: 3295254.2s. Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR). 

April 03, 2012. 

Extent of Contamination Study, Potomac Yard, Alexandria, Virginia. Vol. I. Environmental Technology of North 

America, Inc. May 24, 1995. 

Final Environmental Impact Statement, George Washington Memorial Parkway, Potomac Greens. U.S. 

Department of the Interior, National Park Service. 1991. 

Final Environmental Impact Statement - Potomac Greens, George Washington Memorial Parkway. Alexandria, 

VA. National Park Service. 1991. 

Flood Insurance Study, City of Alexandria, Virginia (Independent City) (Flood Insurance Study Number 

515519V000A). Federal Emergency Management Agency. June 16, 2011.  

A Foundation for Planning, Administration, Management and Interpretation of Potomac Heritage National Scenic 

Trail Segments and for Coordination among Trail Segment Management Partners.  Washington, D.C.  

National Park Service. 21 pp. 2012. 

Four Mile Run Restoration Master Plan. City of Alexandria, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional 

Commission. 2006.  

General Land Use Plan. Arlington County. 2011.  

Geology and Ground Water Resources of Washington, D.C, and Vicinity. Johnston, P.M. U.S. Geological 

Survey. 1964. 

Geotechnical Report for Potomac Greens. Dames and Moore, Inc. 1998. 
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Greens Scenic Area Easement, National Register Information. Keeper of the National Register. Eligble March 17, 

2015.   

Guidance Memorandum Number 04-2007, Avoidance & Minimization of Impacts to Surface Waters. Virginia 

Department of Environmental Quality, Division of Water Quality. February 6, 2004. 

Guidelines for Conducting Historic Resources Survey in Virginia. Virginia Department of Historic Resources. 

2011. http://www.dhr.virginia.gov/pdf_files/Survey%20Manual-RevOct.2011Final.pdf. 

Historic Preservation. City of Alexandria. http://alexandriava.gov/assets/0/202/204/378/CBB6110B-CC1B-45A6-

94CB-43A96667B0A3.pdf. 1992. 

How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation. National Register Bulletin No. 15. National Park 

Service. 1990, Revised 1997.HUD Data Sets - FY2010 Income Limits.  U.S. Department of Housing and 

Urban Development. 2010. 

Hydrogeologic Framework of the Virginia Coastal Plain: Regional Aquifer Systems Analysis, Professional Paper 

1404-C. Meng, Andrew A., John F. Harsh. U.S. Geological Survey. 1988.  

Implementation Plan for the Fecal Coliform TMDL (Total Maximum Daily Load) for Four Mile Run, Virginia. 

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality and Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation. 

March 31, 2004. 

Information, Planning and Consultation System (IPaC). U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service – Virginia Field Office.  

Accessed July 2, 2012. http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/. 

Industrial Land Use and Housing Study. Arlington County. 2000.  

Least Wanted Fact Sheets. National Park Service. Accessed July 2, 2012. 

http://www.nps.gov/plants/alien/fact.htm. 

Making the Case for Transit: WMATA Regional Benefits of Transit Technical Report. Washington Metropolitan 

Area Transit Authority. 2011. 

Management Policies 2006. National Park Service. 2006.  

Mount Vernon Avenue Business Area Plan. City of Alexandria. 2005.  

Mount Vernon Memorial Highway/George Washington Memorial Parkway, VLR# 029-0218. Virginia Landmarks 

Register. March 17, 1981.  

Mount Vernon Memorial Highway/ George Washington Memorial Parkway, National Register Information 

System #81000079. National Register of Historic Places. May 18, 1981. 
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Natural Heritage Resources by County. Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation. Accessed July 2, 

2012. http://www.dcr.virginia.gov/natural_heritage/resources/display_counties.cfm. 

National Capital Region’s Financially Constrained Long-Range Transportation Plan (CLRP). Metropolitan 

Washington Council of Governments. July 2012.  

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, Multi-Sector General Permit For Stormwater Discharges 

Associated With Industrial Activity, Ronald Reagan National Airport. United States Environmental 

Protection Agency. Effective September 29, 2008.  

National Register of Historic Places Nomination Form, George Washington Memorial Parkway. National Park 

Service. April 1995.  

National Wildlife Refuge System. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service. Accessed July 2, 2012 

http://criticalhabitat.fws.gov/crithab/. 

Natural Communities of Virginia: Ecological Groups and Community Types. Virginia Department of 

Conservation and Recreation. February 2012. 

North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan. City of Alexandria. June 2010.  

North Potomac Yard Rezoning Staff Report. City of Alexandria Department of Planning and Zoning. June 12, 

2010.Nuisance & Problematic Species. Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries. Accessed 

October 8, 2012. http://www.dgif.virginia.gov/wildlife/nuisance/html. 

Oakville Triangle and Route 1 Corridor Vision Plan. City of Alexandria Department of Planning and Zoning. 

2015.   

Online Reference 2: Comparative Statement of Revenues, General Fund, For the Periods Ending July 31, 2011, 

and July 31, 2010. City of Alexandria. Accessed August 24, 2012. 

http://alexandriava.gov/finance/info/default.aspx?id=51080.  

Parkways of the National Capital Region, 1913-1965, VLR #029-5524. Virginia Landmarks Register. October 8, 

1989.  

Parkways of the National Capital Region, 1913-1965, National Register Information System #64500086. 

National Register of Historic Places. June 2, 1995.  

Plan for Dog Parks and Dog Exercise Areas. City of Alexandria. 2000, Updated 2011. 

Potomac Yard Landbay G, DEQ VRP Site 548 Remedial Action Plan. Environmental Consultants and 

Contractors, Inc. October 18, 2011. 
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Potomac Yard Park – Landbay K. Planning Commission Meeting Docket Item #20 A-C. City of Alexandria. 2008. 

Potomac Yard Infrastructure Traffic Analysis. Wells & Associates, LLC, December 2005. 

Potomac Yard Multimodal Transportation Study. City of Alexandria. June 2010. 

Potomac Yard Metrorail Station Concept Development Study. City of Alexandria and the Washington 

Metropolitan Area Transit Authority. 2010.  

Potomac Yard Phased Development Site Plan. Arlington County. 2000.  

Potomac Yard / Potomac Greens Small Area Plan. City of Alexandria. 1992, amended 1999.  

Potomac Yard Urban Design Guidelines Alternative Concept Plan. City of Alexandria. 1999, Revised 2007. 

Potomac West Small Area Plan. City of Alexandria. 1992, amended 2005.Project Reviews in Virginia. U.S. Fish 

& Wildlife Service, Virginia Field Office. Accessed July 2, 2012. 

http://www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/endspecies/Project_Reviews_Introduction.html. 
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Number 51013CV000A). Federal Emergency Management Agency. September 23, 2009. 

Public Spaces Master Plan. Arlington County. 2005. 

Recommendations for Wetland Compensatory Mitigation: Including Site Design, Permit Conditions, 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 1 

This evaluation discusses the effects of the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station project on publicly owned parklands, 2 
publicly owned wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic properties (whether publicly or privately owned) 3 
eligible for protection under the provisions of Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 4 
(commonly referred to as Section 4(f)). This Section 4(f) evaluation has been prepared in accordance with the 5 
joint Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) regulations for Section 6 
4(f) compliance as codified in 23 CFR Part 774. In addition, this analysis also relied on FHWA’s 2012 Section 7 
4(f) Policy Paper, which supplements the Section 4(f) regulations and has been adopted by FTA.  8 

2.0 LEGAL AND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 9 

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 U.S.C. § 303), as amended, protects 10 
publicly owned parks and recreational lands; publicly owned wildlife and waterfowl refuges; and historic sites of 11 
national, state, or local significance (whether publicly or privately owned) from acquisition or conversion to 12 
transportation use. Under Section 4(f), the use of such lands for transportation purposes can occur only if there 13 
is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative to such use, and if the project includes all possible planning to 14 
minimize harm to those resources. The authority to administer Section 4(f) and make Section 4(f) approvals 15 
resides with the FTA Regional Administrator, as delegated by the Secretary of the U.S. Department of 16 
Transportation (DOT). 17 

Section 4(f) does not apply to parks, recreational areas, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges if these land uses are 18 
privately owned. However, Section 4(f) does apply to all historic sites that are listed or eligible for listing in the 19 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), regardless of whether they are publicly or privately owned. Section 20 
4(f) also applies to archaeological sites on or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP and that warrant preservation in 21 
place. Per the exception in the Section 4(f) regulations at 23 CFR 774.13(b), Section 4(f) does not apply when 22 
FTA determines, and the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) concurs, that the archeological resource is 23 
important chiefly because of what can be learned by data recovery and has minimal value for preservation in 24 
place. 25 

Section 4(f) regulations require FTA to consult with the Department of Interior (DOI) when FTA makes a Section 26 
4(f) finding or when a project would use property managed by DOI and, as appropriate, the involved offices of 27 
the Department of Agriculture (USDA) and the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). FTA 28 
must also consult with relevant State and local officials, in developing transportation projects and programs that 29 
use lands protected by Section 4(f). Consultation with the USDA would occur whenever a project uses Section 30 
4(f) land from the National Forest System. Consultation with HUD would occur whenever a project uses Section 31 
4(f) land for/on which certain HUD funding has been used. Since neither of these conditions apply to the project, 32 
consultation with HUD and USDA is not required. 33 

Section 4(f) also provides specific consultation roles for the owners and/or managers of Section 4(f) properties 34 
as officials with jurisdiction. For historic sites listed in or eligible for the NRHP, the SHPO is the official with 35 
jurisdiction and generally fulfills their role under Section 4(f) through their role in the Section 106 consultation 36 
process. 37 

2.1 Use under Section 4(f) 38 

Section 4(f) applies to protected resources when a “use” occurs. A “use” can be permanent, temporary, or 39 
constructive, as defined below. 40 

2.1.1 Permanent Use 41 

Pursuant to 23 CFR 774.17, permanent use includes acquisition and incorporation of all or a portion of the 42 
resource into the transportation facility; it includes fee simple and permanent easement use as well as 43 
temporary easements that exceed regulatory limits. 44 

2.1.2 Temporary Use and Temporary Occupancy 45 

As defined in 23 CFR 774.13 (d), temporary use occurs when a transportation project temporarily occupies any 46 
portion of the resource and results in an adverse condition in terms of the preservation purpose of Section 4(f). 47 
A temporary occupancy of property does not constitute a use of a Section 4(f) resource when all of the following 48 
conditions are satisfied: 49 
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 Duration is less than the time needed for the construction of the project and there is no change in ownership of 50 
the land; 51 

 The nature and magnitude of the changes to the Section 4(f) property are minimal; 52 

 There is no anticipated permanent adverse physical impact, nor is there interference with the protected 53 
activities, features, or attributes of the property on either a temporary or permanent basis; 54 

 The land being used will be fully returned to a conditions at least as good as that which existed prior to the 55 
project; and 56 

 There is a documented agreement of the official(s) with jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) resource regarding 57 
the above conditions. 58 

If the conditions in 23 CFR 774.13 (d) are met, the exception for temporary occupancy applies in which there is 59 
no “use” of the Section 4(f) property. If the criteria in 23 CFR 774.13(d) are not met, the use is evaluated as 60 
permanent. 61 

2.1.3 Constructive Use 62 

As defined by 23 CFR 774.15 (a), constructive use occurs when the transportation project does not incorporate 63 
land from a Section 4(f) property, but the project’s proximity impacts are so severe that the protected activities, 64 
features, or attributes that qualify the resource for project under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired. 65 
Substantial impairment occurs when the value of the resource, in terms of its Section 4(f) purpose and 66 
significance, will be meaningfully reduced or lost. 67 

2.2 De Minimis Impact Finding 68 

The requirements of Section 4(f) are satisfied with respect to a Section 4(f) resource if it is determined by the 69 
FTA that the use of the Section 4(f) property, including any measure(s) to minimize harm will have de minimis 70 
impact (23 CFR 774.3 (b)) on the Section 4(f) resource. The de minimis impact determination does not require 71 
the inclusion of all possible planning to minimize harm because avoidance, minimization, mitigation, or 72 
enhancement measures are included as part of the de minimis determination. The official(s) with jurisdiction 73 
over the resource must be notified of the Agency’s determination. 23 CFR 774.17 defines a de minimis impact 74 
as follows: 75 

 For parks, recreation areas, and wildlife/waterfowl refuges, a de minimis impact is one that would not 76 
adversely affect the features, attributes, or activities qualifying the property for protection under Section 77 
4(f), and the official with jurisdiction has concurred with this determination after there has been an 78 
opportunity for public review and comment. 79 

 For historic sites, de minimis impact means that the FTA has determined, in accordance with 36 CFR 80 
Part 800, that either no historic property is affected by the project, or the project would have “no adverse 81 
effect” on the property in question through consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic 82 
Preservation Act (NHPA), and the SHPO concurs with that determination. The official with jurisdiction 83 
must be notified that the FTA intends to make a de minimis impact finding based on their concurrence 84 
with the “no adverse effect” determination under 36 CFR Part 800. Compliance with 36 CFR Part 800 85 
satisfies the public involvement and agency coordination requirement for de minimis impact findings for 86 
historic sites. 87 

2.3 Feasible and Prudent Avoidance Alternatives under Section 4(f) 88 

Under Section 4(f), the use of public lands for transportation purposes (other than use that has been determined 89 
to have de minimis impact) may only occur if no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative to such use exists 90 
and if the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to resources from such use. A feasible and 91 
prudent avoidance alternative, as defined in 23 CFR 774.17, avoids using Section 4(f) property and does not 92 
cause other severe problems of a magnitude that substantially outweigh the importance of protecting the 93 
Section 4(f) property. An alternative is determined feasible if it can be built “as a matter of sound engineering 94 
judgment.” Per 23 CFR 774.117, an alternative is not prudent if: 95 

1. It compromises the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed with the project in light of its stated 96 
purpose and need; 97 

2. It results in unacceptable safety or operational problems; 98 
3. After reasonable mitigation, it still causes: 99 
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a. Severe social, economic or environmental impacts; 100 
b. Severe disruption to established communities; 101 
c. Severe disproportionate impacts to minority or low-income populations; or 102 
d. Severe impacts to environmental resources protected under other Federal statutes; 103 

4. It results in additional construction, maintenance, or operational costs of an extraordinary magnitude;  104 
5. It causes other unique problems or unusual factors; or 105 
6. It involves multiple factors in 1 through 5 above that while individually minor; cumulatively cause unique 106 

problems or impacts of extraordinary magnitude. 107 

If no prudent and feasible alternative exists, the project must include all possible planning to minimize harm to 108 
the Section 4(f) resource, which includes all reasonable measures to minimize harm or mitigate impacts (49 109 
U.S.C. 303(c)(2)). If no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative exists, FTA must select the project alternative 110 
that causes the least overall harm in light of the statute's preservation purpose. The least overall harm is 111 
determined by balancing the following factors: 112 

1. The ability to mitigate adverse impacts to each Section 4(f) property (including any measures that result 113 
in benefits to the property); 114 

2. The relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, to the protected activities, attributes, or 115 
features that qualify each Section 4(f) property for protection; 116 

3. The relative significance of each Section 4(f) property; 117 
4. The views of the official(s) with jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) property; 118 
5. The degree to which each alternative meets the purpose and need for the project; 119 
6. After reasonable mitigation, the magnitude of any adverse impacts to resources not protected by 120 

Section 4(f); and 121 
7. Substantial differences in costs among the alternatives. 122 

3.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 123 

The proposed action consists of construction of a new Metrorail Station located at Potomac Yard within the City 124 
of Alexandria along the existing Metrorail Blue and Yellow Lines between the Ronald Reagan Washington 125 
National Airport Station and the Braddock Road Station. The project would serve existing neighborhoods and 126 
retail centers, as well as high-density, transit-oriented development planned by the City of Alexandria. The 127 
project would provide access to the regional Metrorail system for the U.S. Route 1 corridor of north Alexandria, 128 
which is currently without direct access to the system. 129 

This Section 4(f) Evaluation was prepared in conjunction with the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station Final 130 
Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS). The Final EIS Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, and Chapter 2, 131 
Alternatives Considered, Section 2.5.2 Preferred Alternative, provide the complete description of the proposed 132 
action, and Chapter 2 also illustrates the alternatives considered in this report. Sections 3.9 and 3.10 of the Final 133 
EIS describe the historic sites and parkland resources in the study area, respectively.  134 

4.0 SECTION 4(F) RESOURCES 135 

Section 4(f) resources in the study area include existing and planned publicly owned parks, as well as historic 136 
sites (both structures as well as archaeology sites) listed in or eligible for the NRHP. Historic sites are significant 137 
only if they are listed in or eligible for the NRHP.  138 

Several existing and planned private open space areas were identified within the study area, as well as planned 139 
public open spaces that are currently on privately owned land. None of these is considered a Section 4(f) 140 
resource because none is currently publicly owned, as identified in FHWA’s 2012 Section 4(f) Policy Paper 141 
(Questions 7A and 25). For planned parks that are currently on both private and public property, only the 142 
publicly owned portions are considered Section 4(f) resources.  143 

Table 4-1 lists properties that were identified in the study area, but would not be used by the Preferred 144 
Alternative or protected under Section 4(f). Six properties protected by Section 4(f) are assessed in this 145 
evaluation and are listed in Table 4-2. Each property was determined to be of national, state, or local 146 
significance and is classified as one or both of the following: 147 
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 Existing or planned publicly owned park, recreational property, or refuge 148 

 Publicly or privately owned historic site (including both structures as well as archaeology sites) listed in 149 
or eligible for the NRHP 150 

The Mount Vernon Memorial Highway (MVMH), George Washington Memorial Parkway (GWMP), and the 151 
Greens Scenic Area easement are categorized as both parklands and nationally significant historic resources 152 
listed in the NRHP.  153 

Figure 4-1 shows the location of each identified property in the study area and the subsections that follow 154 
describe each property. The use determinations for each property are described in Section 5.  155 

Table 4-1: Potential Section 4(f) Resources Not Used by the Preferred Alternative 156 

Resource Name  Classification Reason for Exclusion 

Four Mile Run Trail Existing public trail 

No direct use, properties are outside the project limits of disturbance;  
 
No constructive use of properties; project noise, vibration, and visual effects 
would not impair the activities, features or attributes of these properties. 

Custis Park Existing public park 

Howell Park Planned public park 

Swann Park Planned public park 

Abingdon Apartments 
Potential Historic 
Architectural 
Resource 

Chesapeake and Ohio/ 
Alexandria Canal 
(44AX0028) 

Potential 
Archaeological 
Resource 

No direct use, anticipated construction activities in its vicinity are limited to the 
use of existing public surface road.  
 
No constructive use of properties; project noise, vibration, and visual effects 
would not impair the activities, features or attributes of these properties. 

Potomac Yard Park (South) Existing public park Park dedication includes language in the deed which stipulates transportation 
uses; the parks, therefore, are not resources protected by Section 4(f). Potomac Yard Park (North) Planning public park 

 157 

Table 4-2: Study Area Section 4(f) Resources 158 

Resource Name 
Official with 
Jurisdiction 

Total Area 
(acres) 

Features/Attributes of the 
Section 4(f) Resource 

Use Determination 

Mount Vernon Memorial 
Highway (MVMH) 

NPS/SHPO 515 
Park features include multi-use 
trails/ NRHP Listing #81000079 

Permanent Use,  
Not De minimis impact 

George Washington 
Memorial Parkway (GWMP) 

NPS/SHPO 
7,146 NRHP; 
7,600 Park 

Park features include multi-use 
trails, marina/ NRHP Listing 
#95000605 

Permanent Use,  
Not De minimis impact 

Parkways of the National 
Capital Region, 1913-1965 
(PNCR) 

NPS/SHPO 8,761 
Historic Architectural Resource; 
NRHP Listing #64500086 

Permanent Use,  
Not De minimis impact 

Potomac Greens Park 
City of 

Alexandria 
20.54 Multi-use trails, playground, seating 

areas 
Permanent Use,  
Not De minimis impact 

Greens Scenic Area 
Easement 

NPS/SHPO (1) 15.27  
Multi-use trails; eligible for listing in 
the NRHP as a contributing 
resource to the MVMH/GWMP (2) 

Permanent Use,  
Not De minimis impact 

Rail Park 
City of 

Alexandria 
4.21 

Planned public park expected to be 
open after the project’s opening 
year (2020), facilities could include 
trails, open space, and dog area 

Temporary Occupancy, No Use 

(1) The Greens Scenic Area easement is administered by NPS and located on land owned by the City of Alexandria. 159 
(2) The Greens Scenic Area easement was determined eligible for listing in the NRHP as a contributing resource to the MVMH and GWMP by 160 
the Keeper of the National Register on March 17, 2015. 161 
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Figure 4-1: Study Area Section 4(f) Resources 162 

 163 
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4.1 Parkland Resources 164 

4.1.1 Mount Vernon Memorial Highway 165 

The MVMH is administered by the National Park Service (NPS) and categorized as both a park and a historic 166 
site. Therefore, this section describes the attributes and features of the MVMH that qualify it for protection as 167 
both a public park and a historic resource. For a detailed description of the MVMH as both a historic site and a 168 
park, refer to Sections 3.9 and 3.10, respectively, of the Final EIS. 169 

The MVMH is in the NRHP and is significant as the property is associated with the lives of persons significant in 170 
our past and is a property that embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 171 
construction or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values, or represents a significant 172 
and distinguishable entity whose components lack individual distinction (NRHP Criteria B and C). The listing for 173 
the MVMH is documented in NRHP #81000079. The land designated under the MVMH NRHP listing is also 174 
designated under a separate NRHP listing for the GWMP. The GWMP is described below in Section 4.1.2.  175 

The MVMH is nationally significant “as the first parkway constructed and maintained by the U.S. government 176 
and is the first road with a commemorative function explicit in its name and alignment.”1 The intended purpose of 177 
the MVMH was to provide an appropriately designed commemorative pilgrimage route to Mount Vernon as a 178 
memorial to George Washington. The purpose of the MVMH as a commemorative pilgrimage route is its most 179 
significant historic characteristic. Integral to its character and significance, numerous national monuments, 180 
historic sites, parks, and other landscaped green spaces are visible along the corridor. The 15.2-mile MVMH 181 
links Mount Vernon, in Fairfax County, with the Arlington Memorial Bridge and comprises a total of 515 acres. 182 
The original segment was designed and landscaped to maximize scenic, aesthetic and commemorative qualities 183 
along its route. 184 

The design of the MVMH was led by the landscape architects Wilbur Simonson and Gilmore Clarke. Simonson 185 
created a landscape in which motorists passed through places of distinct character. Over time more vegetation 186 
has been added, changing Simonson’s original design. The Cultural Landscape Report Mount Vernon Memorial 187 
Highway (1987 CLR) provides a comprehensive description of the original design principles for the construction 188 
of the MVMH. The 1987 CLR identifies several landscape elements that formed the character of the Parkway as 189 
it proceeded from the Memorial Bridge to Mount Vernon: 190 

 Roadway alignment: The road's horizontal and vertical alignment served two purposes – to follow the 191 
existing topography and to effectively control driving speeds. 192 

 Topography: Careful grading was used to ensure natural transitions between the road and existing 193 
topography.  194 

 Plantings: The planting plans were developed to fit with the existing tree plantings and wetlands in 195 
natural arrangements, while achieving different functional requirements, such as the as the screening of 196 
objectionable views (including the rail yard). 197 

 Viewsheds (“vistas”): Through selective cutting, existing vegetation was cleared to expose long 198 
framed views across the Potomac towards the monumental core of Washington, DC. Other ways 199 
viewsheds were protected along the MVMH included the prohibition of signs and billboards and through 200 
the execution of an MOA between the City of Alexandria and United States, which restricted the use 201 
and appearance of buildings in Old Town Alexandria.  202 

 Bridges: The most visible structures along the MVMH were the original eight stone bridges constructed. 203 
The original stone bridge over Four Mile Run was demolished and rebuilt in 1939. The second bridge 204 
over Four Mile Run was demolished and rebuilt in 1977. 205 

 Other: Other facilities constructed along the MVMH included concession buildings, bus shelters and 206 
lighting. 207 

The “Daingerfield Island section” of the MVMH (where the project is located) is a low lying segment of the 208 
historic MVMH adjacent to the (former) rail yards at Potomac Yard on the west side (in operation during the 209 
twentieth century) and Daingerfield on the east. Potomac Yard was one of the largest rail yards in operation in 210 
the eastern United States during this time period and was owned and managed by the Richmond, 211 
Fredericksburg and Potomac Railroad (RF&P).  212 

                                                  
1 National Park Service. May 1981. National Register of Historic Places Nomination Form, Mount Vernon Memorial Highway. 
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The topography on either side of the highway at Daingerfield Island is lower than the road itself, and the overall 213 
wet conditions drive the selection of plant species in this area. Plants chosen are adaptable to flooding and 214 
sustained wet conditions. On the west side, a group of amur cork trees (Phellodendron amurense) with 215 
Sargent’s crabapples (Malus sargentii) were planted in the foreground to mark the change from mesic to wet 216 
soils and also makes a transition from the Alexandria approach. 217 

Simonson proposed a different planting scheme for the east and west sides of the MVMH. On the west side 218 
plantings were also intended to create a thick vegetative screen of the swamp and rail yard, while on the east 219 
side the vegetation was used to frame the views of the significant monuments and buildings in Washington, DC 220 
across the Potomac River.  221 

Simonson planned four large groupings of about fifteen oaks and elms on the west side of MVMH in the 222 
Daingerfield Island section. Simonson spaced the groupings widely apart, from two to four hundred feet, 223 
sometimes in combination with eleagnos willow (Salix incana). In one example, twelve American elms (Ulmus 224 
americana), four water oaks (Quercus nigra) and five red maples (Acer rubrum) anchor nearly three hundred 225 
feet of roadside. Medium size trees and a mass of large shrubs are planted between the large trees, leaving few 226 
glimpses into the swamp. Ornamental trees, such as white fringetree (Chionanthus virginicus), are kept in 227 
groups in the foreground where they are closer to motorists, but they are easily outnumbered by the shade and 228 
medium size trees. 229 

The thick vegetative screen Simonson intended on the west side of the MVMH has been subject to considerable 230 
changes over the years. The loss of trees has compromised the integrity of the vegetative screen meant for the 231 
rail yard.  232 

The original viewsheds identified by Simonson in 1932 (east towards Washington, DC) were significantly 233 
impacted by the construction of Reagan National Airport. Construction of the airport also shifted the original 234 
alignment of the MVMH west from the Potomac River in the 1940s. Simonson identified one viewshed on the 235 
MVMH facing west towards the George Washington Masonic National Memorial in Alexandria in the 1932 plan. 236 

Section 4(f) use of the MVMH as defined by 23 CFR 774.17 is described in Section 5.2. 237 

4.1.2 George Washington Memorial Parkway  238 

The GWMP is administered by NPS and categorized as both a park and a historic site for this project and is 239 
listed in the NRHP. Therefore, this section describes the attributes and features of the GWMP that qualify it for 240 
protection as both a public park and a historic resource. For a detailed description of the GWMP as both a 241 
historic site and a park, refer to Sections 3.9 and 3.10, respectively, of the Final EIS. 242 

The GWMP is a linear park and historic district along the Potomac River, whose primary feature is a memorial 243 
parkway that connects historic sites from the Mount Vernon Estate to Great Falls, Virginia. The MVMH 244 
(described above in Section 4.1.1) was incorporated as a component of the larger GWMP, as directed by the 245 
Capper-Cramton Act of 1930, and over the subsequent 30 years the parkway was extended north through 246 
Arlington County and Fairfax County to its present terminus at I-495 near McLean, Virginia. The Capper-247 
Cramton Act, Public No. 284, 71st Congress, 46 Stat. 482, approved May 29, 1930, appropriated Federal funds 248 
to the National Capital Park and Planning Commission for the expeditious, economical and efficient 249 
development and completion, among other projects, the GWMP to include the shores of the Potomac, and 250 
adjacent lands, from Mount Vernon to a point above Great Falls, VA. The lands acquired as part of the MVMH 251 
were to be managed as part of the memorial parkway under the authority conferred by the Act approved 252 
February 26, 1925. 253 

The GWMP comprises a total of 7,146 acres under its designation as an historic site and 7,600 acres under its 254 
designation as a park resource. The GWMP extends 38.3 miles on both sides of the Potomac River in Virginia 255 
and Maryland. In continuation of the intent of the MVMH, the purpose of the GWMP is to commemorate the first 256 
president, preserve the natural setting of the shoreline of the Potomac River and provide a high-quality entryway 257 
to Washington, DC. Construction of the remainder of the GWMP (beyond the MVMH) continued after 1932 258 
through 1965.  259 

The GWMP was designed for recreational driving and links sites that commemorate important episodes in 260 
American history and preserve habitat for local wildlife. An important characteristic of the parkway experience is 261 
the scenic quality and contemplative experience for travelers. Although the GWMP was designed as a carefully 262 
planned scenic route to the nation’s capital, the GWMP includes recreational features that allow for pedestrians 263 
and bicycles along the Mount Vernon Trail, canoeing or kayaking along the Potomac River, hiking, picnicking, 264 
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and wildlife viewing. The Parkway is of a high recreational value because it provides trail connections and 265 
numerous recreational facilities, including the Mount Vernon Trail as well as Daingerfield Island, and 266 
Washington Sailing Marina (both of which are east of the Parkway and outside of the study area). The GWMP 267 
and associated trails provide a scenic place to play and rest within the Washington DC metropolitan area. Note, 268 
the recreational features of the GWMP near the project (Mount Vernon Trail, Daingerfield Island, and the 269 
Washington Sailing Marina) are not attributes of the historic significance of the GWMP. 270 

The listing for the GWMP, which is documented in NRHP #95000605, includes all Capper-Cramton Act acquired 271 
property, MVMH and adjacent lands, the extent of the GWMP north of Memorial Bridge to its terminus at Great 272 
Falls, Virginia, and the Clara Barton Parkway (a separate parkway administered by the GWMP park unit) in 273 
Montgomery County, Maryland. The GWMP is listed in the NRHP and is significant, as the property is 274 
associated with the lives of persons significant in our past and is a property that embodies the distinctive 275 
characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction or represents the work of a master, or possesses 276 
high artistic values, or represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components lack individual 277 
distinction (NRHP Criteria B and C). 278 

As described in the NRHP nomination, the landscape values for the GWMP have been to preserve the scenic 279 
and aesthetic qualities associated with the Potomac River valley, which extends from the Coastal Plain past the 280 
fall line to the Piedmont. The McMillan Commission was concerned with the preservation of its landscape, 281 
including the palisades and the tree covered slopes, flowering understory, steep-sided creek valleys (runs), and 282 
hilltop vistas. The hilltop vistas provide views of the monumental core of Washington, D.C., a central purpose for 283 
the establishment and continuing protection of the GWMP. Eliot described the GWMP concisely as containing 284 
"grade separations, few entrances, border roads for service of abutting property, and a right-of-way never less 285 
and often much more than two hundred feet." 286 

Planting plans exist for the MVMH portion, the interchanges from Route 123 to Turkey Run, and the area near 287 
the David Taylor Naval Ship Research and Development Center of the Clara Barton Parkway, and in the portion 288 
in proximity to the Central Intelligence Agency. The 2009 Cultural Landscape Report (CLR) states that two 289 
additional plantings of trees were added to the Daingerfield Island section in 1936 soon after Simonson’s 290 
plantings were installed. The first planting consisted of over one thousand pines planted adjacent to the western 291 
side of the GWMP, further screening it from the railroad activity at Potomac Yard. The plan used four species of 292 
pines, the first major planting of evergreens along the central section of the Parkway. Red pine (Pinus resinosa) 293 
dominates, along with Scots pine (P. sylvestris), white pine (P. strobus) and Virginia pine (P. virginiana). They 294 
are planted in large groupings along the entire western side of this stretch.  295 

The second set of plantings added about 250 deciduous trees and 400 more pines to the previous plantings to 296 
further increase the buffer. The species mixture is similar to Simonson’s—maples, elms, oaks, and sycamores—297 
but it also includes more white pine (P. strobus). Most of these trees are planted in groups of a single species. 298 
The CLR states that these were the last plantings along the western edge of Daingerfield Island. 299 

Per the CLR, the plantings that remain today are a mixture of 1932 and 1936 plants. Currently, the portion of the 300 
western side of the GWMP within the project’s Area of Potential Effect (APE) has scarce remnants of the 1932 301 
and 1936 plantings. The majority of the 1930’s-era trees though have succumbed to mortality due to a variety of 302 
factors, such as mature age or the high surface water due to a former beaver dam in the area which has since 303 
been removed. Very few of the pine trees remain along this stretch of the GWMP.  304 

Other species from later planting plans are still found among the vegetation along the western side of the 305 
GWMP. The plantings that are currently present have returned to a more natural state through ecological 306 
succession. Species present include mulberry (Morus alba), sycamore (Platanus spp.), privet (Ligustrum spp.), 307 
multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora), Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica), bush honeysuckle (Lonicera spp.), 308 
sumac (Rhus spp.), porcelainberry (Ampelopsis brevipedunculata), and trumpet creeper (Campsis radicans). A 309 
variety of volunteer herbaceous and woody plants have also naturally established.  310 

All GWMP administered land within the project’s APE, including lands that extend beyond the historic roadway 311 
right-of-way, is a NRHP-listed historic architectural resource. 312 

Commercial vehicles are prohibited from the GWMP under NPS Management Policies 2006 (9.2.1.2.1) and 313 
Federal regulations (36 CFR 5.6). The NPS policies state that “commercial traffic will be prohibited on roads 314 
within parks, except for the purpose of serving park visitors and park operations (9.2.1.2.1).” If access to private 315 
lands is otherwise not available, the park Superintendent has the discretion to issue permits for commercial 316 
vehicles.  317 
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Section 4(f) use of the GWMP as defined by 23 CFR 774.17 is described in Section 5.1. 318 

4.1.3 Potomac Greens Park 319 

Potomac Greens Park, which is owned by the City of Alexandria, is an existing 20.54-acre park located around 320 
the north end of the Potomac Greens neighborhood. Amenities in the park include a playground, seating area, 321 
and a wooded area with trails. The playground and park shelter are located on Carpenter Road. 322 

Within the boundaries of Potomac Greens Park, NPS maintains a 15.27-acre scenic easement known as the 323 
“Greens Scenic Area.” The Greens Scenic Area easement was determined eligible for listing in the NRHP as a 324 
contributing resource to the MVMH and GWMP by the Keeper of the National Register. The Greens Scenic Area 325 
easement is described further in Section 4.1.4. 326 

Section 4(f) use of Potomac Greens Park as defined by 23 CFR 774.17 is described below in Section 5.4. 327 

4.1.4 Greens Scenic Area Easement 328 

Within the boundaries of Potomac Greens Park, NPS maintains a 15.27-acre scenic easement known as the 329 
“Greens Scenic Area.” The Greens Scenic Area easement is administered by NPS and categorized as both a 330 
park and a historic site. Therefore, this section describes the attributes and features of the Greens Scenic Area 331 
easement that qualify it for protection as both a public park and a historic resource. For a detailed description of 332 
the Greens Scenic Area easement as both a historic site and a park, refer to Sections 3.9 and 3.10, 333 
respectively, of the Final EIS. 334 

In 2000, as part of an agreement to allow redevelopment of the Arlington County portion of Potomac Yard, the 335 
owner of the property (Commonwealth Atlantic Properties at the time) and the United States of America signed 336 
the Release Agreement and Scenic Easement. The agreement granted the Greens Scenic Area easement to 337 
the United States Department of the Interior, including much of the land to the north and east of Potomac 338 
Greens neighborhood and east of the CSXT tracks within the City of Alexandria. The deed of the Greens Scenic 339 
Area easement states the easement is “for the purposes of conserving and preserving the natural vegetation, 340 
topography, habitat and other natural features now existing.” The scenic easement is intended to provide a 341 
buffer between the GWMP and the development in Potomac Yard. The easement is located north of the 342 
Potomac Greens neighborhood, on land now owned by the City of Alexandria. The scenic easement stipulates 343 
that no improvements shall be constructed or installed within the Greens Scenic Area, and prohibits clearing, 344 
grading, or tree removal, except for uses such as light passive recreation and underground utilities, and that the 345 
Greens Scenic Area shall not otherwise be disturbed without prior written approval of the United States.  346 

In 2004, during development of the Potomac Greens neighborhood, the underlying fee simple property interest 347 
was dedicated to the City of Alexandria for Potomac Greens Park. The transfer did not affect the terms of the 348 
Greens Scenic Area perpetual easement, which is currently located on portions of the City public park. A small 349 
portion at the southern end of the Greens Scenic Area easement (0.19 acre) is on property owned by the 350 
Potomac Greens Homeowners Association. The one amenity of Potomac Greens Park that is found within the 351 
Greens Scenic Area easement is a trail. 352 

While historically not a part of the MVMH or GWMP, the Greens Scenic Area easement was determined eligible 353 
for listing in the NRHP as a contributing resource on March 17, 2015 by the Keeper of the National Register, 354 
due to its historic scenic qualities that contribute to the original design of the roadway and its landscape. 355 

Section 4(f) use of the Greens Scenic Area easement as defined by 23 CFR 774.17 is described in Section 5.5. 356 

4.1.5 Rail Park (Planned) 357 

Rail Park is a 4.21-acre planned park on property currently owned by the City of Alexandria, located between 358 
the CSXT tracks and Metrorail tracks. The planned park would be accessed from Potomac Greens Drive near 359 
the north end of Old Town Greens. The City of Alexandria has not yet finalized plans for the park. However, the 360 
park would likely be managed as public open space and may include a dog park. An existing Metrorail service 361 
drive for the existing traction power station will be maintained and used as vehicular service access to the park. 362 
Rail Park is anticipated to open after 2020. Section 4(f) use of the planned Rail Park as defined by 23 CFR 363 
774.17 is described in Section 5.6. 364 

4.1.6 Four Mile Run Trail 365 

The Four Mile Run Trail is an existing 7-mile paved trail located adjacent to Four Mile Run in Arlington County. 366 
The trail is owned by Arlington County and maintained by Arlington County’s Department of Parks and 367 
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Recreation. The trail extends from Falls Church to the Mount Vernon Trail. Within the study area, the ¼-mile 368 
segment of Four Mile Run Trail is located along the north bank of Four Mile Run under eight bridges, which 369 
comprise the following: U.S. Route 1, a pedestrian bridge, two abandoned rail bridges, Potomac Avenue, a 370 
CSXT bridge, an existing Metrorail bridge, and the GWMP. 371 

The Preferred Alternative would not require acquisition of land from the Four Mile Run Trail and therefore 372 
implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not constitute a Section 4(f) permanent use or temporary 373 
occupancy. The trail is not identified as a resource with sensitive noise receptors as described in Chapter 3.12 374 
Noise & Vibration so any potential construction or operational noise or vibration associated with the Preferred 375 
Alternative would not impact users of the trail. The trail runs along urban areas that lack identified scenic 376 
resources. In addition, the Preferred Alternative would not result in a change in access to the Four Mile Run 377 
Trail. Therefore, as defined in 23 CFR 774.15, proximity impacts from construction or operation of the Preferred 378 
Alternative would not impair “the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for 379 
protection under Section 4(f)” and no constructive use of the Four Mile Run trail would occur. As such this 380 
property is not discussed further in this document. 381 

4.1.7 Custis Park 382 

Custis Park is an existing 0.44-acre park located in the South Potomac Yard development. The park was 383 
dedicated to the City of Alexandria in December 2013 and is one of several finger parks that serve as 384 
extensions of Potomac Yard Park (described in Section 4.1.10 below) into the adjacent existing and planned 385 
neighborhoods to the west. Custis Park is located within the right-of-way of Custis Avenue, between Main Street 386 
and Potomac Avenue. The park consists of mostly lawn space with pedestrian paths, occasional stopping 387 
points, and park features such as benches.  388 

The Preferred Alternative would not require acquisition of land from Custis Park and therefore implementation of 389 
the Preferred Alternative would not constitute a Section 4(f) permanent use or temporary occupancy. The park is 390 
not identified as a resource with sensitive noise receptors as described in Section 3.12, Noise and Vibration in 391 
the Final EIS, so any potential construction or operational noise or vibration associated with the Preferred 392 
Alternative would not impact users of the park. The park is in an urban area with limited scenic resources. In 393 
addition, the Preferred Alternative would not result in a change in access to Custis Park. Therefore, as defined 394 
in 23 CFR 774.15, proximity impacts from construction or operation of the Preferred Alternative would not impair 395 
“the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f)” and no 396 
constructive use of Custis Park would occur. As such this property is not discussed further in this document. 397 

4.1.8 Howell Park (Planned) 398 

Howell Park is a 0.73-acre planned park that will be developed as part of the South Potomac Yard development. 399 
The park was dedicated to the City of Alexandria in 2006 and is anticipated to open in 2016. Howell Park is one 400 
of several finger parks that serve as extensions of Potomac Yard Park (described in Section 4.1.10 below) into 401 
the adjacent existing and planned neighborhoods to the west. Howell Park is located within the right-of-way of 402 
Howell Avenue, between Main Street and Potomac Avenue. Howell Park is envisioned to be a large 403 
neighborhood park of either informal or formal design consisting of mostly lawn space with pedestrian paths and 404 
park features such as benches and shade trees.  405 

The Preferred Alternative would not require acquisition of land from the planned park and therefore 406 
implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not constitute a Section 4(f) permanent use or temporary 407 
occupancy. The planned park would not be constructed in an area identified as a resource with sensitive noise 408 
receptors as described in Chapter 3.12 Noise & Vibration, so any potential construction or operational noise or 409 
vibration associated with the Preferred Alternative would not impact users of the park. The park would be 410 
constructed in an urban area with limited scenic resources. The park is in an urban area with limited scenic 411 
resources. In addition, the Preferred Alternative would not result in a change in access to the planned park. 412 
Therefore, as defined in 23 CFR 774.15, proximity impacts from construction or operation of the Preferred 413 
Alternative would not impair “the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for 414 
protection under Section 4(f)” and no constructive use of Howell Park would occur. As such this property is not 415 
discussed further in this document. 416 

4.1.9 Swann Park (Planned) 417 

Swann Park is a 0.41-acre planned park that will be developed as part of the South Potomac Yard development. 418 
The park was dedicated to the City of Alexandria in 2006 and is anticipated to open in 2016. Swann Park is one 419 
of several finger parks that will serve as extensions of Potomac Yard Park (described in Section 4.1.10 below) 420 
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into the adjacent existing and planned neighborhoods to the west. Swann Park will be located within the right-of-421 
way of Swann Avenue, between Main Street and Potomac Avenue. The park will consist of mostly lawn space 422 
with pedestrian paths, occasional stopping points, and park features such as benches.  423 

The Preferred Alternative would not require acquisition of land from the planned park and therefore 424 
implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not constitute a Section 4(f) permanent use or temporary 425 
occupancy. The planned park would not be constructed in an area identified as a resource with sensitive noise 426 
receptors as described in Section 3.12, Noise and Vibration in the Final EIS, so any potential construction or 427 
operational noise or vibration associated with the Preferred Alternative would not impact users of the park. The 428 
park would be constructed in an urban area with limited scenic resources. The park is in an urban area with 429 
limited scenic resources. In addition, the Preferred Alternative would not result in a change in access to the 430 
planned park. Therefore, as defined in 23 CFR 774.15, proximity impacts from construction or operation of the 431 
Preferred Alternative would not impair “the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for 432 
protection under Section 4(f)” and no constructive use of Swann Park would occur. As such this property is not 433 
discussed further in this document. 434 

4.1.10 Potomac Yard Park (North and South) 435 

Potomac Yard Park is a 23.4 acre park within the Potomac Yard Development in the City of Alexandria. This 436 
linear park is located between the CSXT right-of-way and Potomac Avenue. The park is currently being 437 
constructed in phases. The first phase of the park was dedicated in December 2013. The remaining phases are 438 
expected to be dedicated in 2016. The first phases of the development of the park, referred to as Potomac Yard 439 
Park – South, have been constructed and include athletic fields, playgrounds, pathways and an interactive 440 
fountain. The planned final phases of the northern portion of the park, referred to as Potomac Yard Park – 441 
North, will include multi-use trails and a stormwater management pond. 442 

The deed for the southern portion of Potomac Yard Park stipulates that “the property is being dedicated for open 443 
space and recreational purposes, and reserved for future transportation uses, specifically the construction, 444 
operation, and maintenance of a future Metrorail station and associated facilities, and/or pedestrian bridges 445 
and/or tunnels. Therefore, the property is not subject to 49 U.S.C. 303 (commonly referred to as “Section 4f”) as 446 
implemented through 23 CFR Part 774 and per 23 CFR 774.11(b) and 23 CFR 774.11(c). Any portions of the 447 
property not needed for transportation projects will remain as open space and recreation once the transportation 448 
projects are completed.”  The planned dedication of the northern portion of Potomac Yard Park is expected to 449 
include similar language in the deed. 450 

As defined in 23 CFR 774.11 (i) “when a property formally reserved for a future transportation facility temporarily 451 
functions for park, recreation or wildlife and waterfowl refuge purposes in the interim, the interim activity, 452 
regardless of the duration, will not subject the property to Section 4(f).” Based on the language in the deed as 453 
described above, the Potomac Yard Park (North and South) is not considered a Section 4(f) resource as defined 454 
by 23 CFR 774. As such this property is not discussed further in this document. 455 

4.2 Historic Sites 456 

An analysis to identify cultural resources within the project’s Area of Potential Effect (APE) was undertaken in 457 
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. APEs were developed for both historic 458 
architectural resources and archaeological resources in consultation with the Virginia Department of Historic 459 
Resources (VDHR). The APE for historic architecture is large enough to include all resources over 50 years of 460 
age with the potential to be directly or indirectly affected by the proposed project. The APE for historic 461 
architecture consists of most of the study area and extends out to the shores of the Potomac River. The APE for 462 
archaeology includes all areas of anticipated project-related ground disturbance (e.g., excavation, grading, 463 
cutting and filling, and utility installation activities as well as activities undertaken during construction that may 464 
result in unintentional soil compaction, erosion or other disturbance). Figure 4-2 on page D-16 shows the APEs 465 
for both historic architecture and archaeology. A brief description of these historic sites within the APE is 466 
provided in Sections 4.2.1 through 4.2.5 below. Refer to Section 3.9 of the Final EIS for full description of these 467 
historic sites. 468 

4.2.1 Historic Architectural Sites 469 

Three significant interrelated historic properties listed in the NRHP are located within the APE for historic 470 
architectural resources: the MVMH (NRHP #81000079), the GWMP (NRHP #95000605), and the Parkways of 471 
the National Capital Region, 1913-1965 (PNCR) (NRHP# 64500086). All MVMH and GWMP park property 472 
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within the study area is NRHP-listed as an historic architectural resource and is characterized as both publicly 473 
owned parks and historic sites as described above. See Sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2 for information regarding the 474 
MVMH and GWMP. See Section 4.2.2 below for information regarding the PNCR. 475 

Two properties eligible for listing in the NRHP are also located within the APE for historic architectural 476 
resources. The Greens Scenic Area easement was determined eligible for listing in the NRHP as a contributing 477 
resource to the MVMH and the GWMP. This resource is also characterized as both a publicly owned park and 478 
historic site. See Section 4.1.4 for information regarding the Greens Scenic Area. The Abingdon Apartments 479 
(described below) was identified as potentially eligible for listing in the NRHP during the Section 106 process 480 
(see Section 4.2.3). Figure 4-1 illustrates the historic architectural resources identified within the APE during 481 
the Section 106 process. 482 

4.2.2 Parkways of the National Capital Region, 1913-1965 483 

The Parkways of the National Capital Region, 1913–1965 multiple properties submission (MPS) comprises 484 
approximately 75-100 miles of parkways in the District of Columbia; Montgomery, Princes George’s, and Anne 485 
Arundel Counties in suburban Maryland; and Arlington and Fairfax Counties, along with the City of Alexandria, 486 
in northern Virginia. The listing for the PNCR is documented in NRHP #64500086. According to the NRHP 487 
nomination: 488 

The various parkways of the national capital reflect the culmination of several national trends after the 489 
turn of the century: the City Beautiful movements’ emphasis on integrated urban green space; 490 
automobility and the rapid development of the road systems; and the decline in the quality of city living 491 
and resulting popularity of outdoor recreation… Aesthetically unaltered, the parkways remain vital 492 
components of the regional transportation arteries and they continue to contribute to the historic 493 
symbolism and design of the nation’s capital. 494 

The boundaries of the contributing arterial thoroughfares are coterminous with their rights-of-way, and in the 495 
APE include the MVMH and GWMP. The period of significance is 1913–1965.  496 

Section 4(f) use of the PNCR as defined by 23 CFR 774.17 is described in Section 5.3. 497 

4.2.3 Abingdon Apartments 498 

In addition to the three NRHP-listed properties and the Greens Scenic Area easement, one additional historic 499 
architectural resource over 50 years of age, the Abingdon Apartments (currently named Potowmack Crossing at 500 
Old Town Condominiums), was identified as potentially eligible for listing in the NRHP during the Section 106 501 
process. The Abingdon Apartments are located in the City of Alexandria on West Abingdon Drive near the 502 
intersection of Slaters Lane and the GWMP. The complex was evaluated and not recommended as individually 503 
eligible for listing in the NRHP. However, this apartment complex is a contributing resource to a recommended 504 
NRHP eligible multiple property submission for post-World War II Colonial Revival apartment complexes along 505 
the GWMP in Alexandria called the Colonial Revival Apartment Complexes of Alexandria (CRACA). FTA and 506 
VDHR agreed to treat the Abingdon Apartments as NRHP eligible for the purposes of the Section 106 process 507 
for this project.  508 

The Preferred Alternative would not result in the permanent use nor would it temporarily occupy the Abingdon 509 
Apartments. In addition, the construction of the Preferred Alternative would have no adverse effect on Abingdon 510 
Apartments under Section 106 because of the distance of the property from the proposed project activities and 511 
the visual buffer created by the Potomac Greens neighborhood. Therefore, as defined in 23 CFR 774.15, 512 
proximity impacts from construction or operation of the Preferred Alternative would not impair “the protected 513 
activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f)” and no constructive 514 
use of the Abingdon Apartments would occur. As such this property is not discussed further in the document. 515 

4.2.4 Archaeological Sites 516 

One archaeological resource has been documented within the APE that is potentially eligible for inclusion in the 517 
NRHP: the Alexandria Canal portion of the Chesapeake and Ohio/Alexandria Canal (44AX0028). This resource 518 
has not been evaluated for NRHP eligibility; however, for purposes of the Section 4(f) evaluation, the 519 
Chesapeake and Ohio/Alexandria Canal was considered NRHP-eligible. Other archaeological sites were 520 
identified in the vicinity of but outside the project APE and were therefore not considered as part of the Section 521 
4(f) evaluation. 522 
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4.2.5 Chesapeake and Ohio/Alexandria Canal (44AX0028) 523 

The Chesapeake and Ohio/Alexandria Canal was established by Congressional charter and operated between 524 
1843 and 1886, carrying freight between Georgetown and Alexandria. The canal carried coal from western 525 
Maryland to Alexandria, as well as grain, flour, and whiskey, and returned materials needed on the western 526 
frontier through Georgetown, including fish, salt, and plaster. The Preferred Alternative would not result in the 527 
permanent use nor would it temporarily occupy the Chesapeake and Ohio/Alexandria Canal. As such this 528 
property is not discussed further in the document. 529 

 530 

  531 
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Figure 4-2: Areas of Potential Effects (APEs) 532 

 533 
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5.0 SECTION 4(F) USE ASSESSMENT 534 

This section describes the Section 4(f) resources identified in Section 4.0 that have the potential to result in an 535 
actual Section 4(f) use under the Preferred Alternative.  536 

Permanent uses as a result of the project relate to the partial land acquisition needed to accommodate 537 
permanent station facilities or right-of-way for realigned track. Because the Preferred Alternative requires a land 538 
exchange with NPS or impacts an easement administered by NPS, the transfer would be subject to an equal 539 
value exchange of lands or interests in land under 54 U.S.C. 102901. Temporary uses would occur during 540 
construction of the project to accommodate staging and material lay down areas, which would require a permit 541 
from NPS, and result in long-term adverse physical impacts related to vegetation removal. A temporary 542 
occupancy of property does not constitute a use of a Section 4(f) resource when all of the conditions set forth in 543 
23 CFR 774.13(d) are satisfied, as described in Section 2.1. 544 

Table 5-1 summarizes the permanent use, temporary use, and temporary occupancy of existing and planned 545 
publicly owned parks as a result of the Preferred Alternative. Figure 5-1 shows the uses and temporary 546 
occupancies of Section 4(f) parks and the Greens Scenic Area easement for the Preferred Alternative. 547 
Permanent use of Section 4(f) parks was determined based on property acquisition needs assuming a minimum 548 
20-foot setback from proposed permanent facilities and structures.   549 

Table 5-2 summarizes the permanent use, temporary use, and temporary occupancy of historic architectural 550 
resources. Based on the analysis conducted for cultural resources, the Preferred Alternative would result in 551 
direct adverse effects to the GWMP, MVMH, and PNCR under Section 106. Figure 5-2 shows the uses and 552 
temporary occupancies to historic sites for the Preferred Alternative. The discussion of the GWMP, MVMH, and 553 
the Greens Scenic Area easement in this section reflects their categorization as both parks and historic sites. 554 
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Table 5-1: Preferred Alternative Uses and Temporary Occupancies of Section 4(f) Parklands 555 

Resource 
Official 
 with 

Jurisdiction 

Total Area 
 of Park 
(acres) 

Use Temporary Occupancy 

Constructive 
Use 

Use 
Determination 

Permanent  
(acres) 

Temporary  
(acres) 

Total (acres) 

Percentage  
of Use to  

Total Area 
 of Park 

Temporary 
Occupancy;  

No Use 
 (acres) 

Percentage of 
Temporary 
Occupancy 

 to Total Area 
 of Park 

George 
Washington 
Memorial Parkway 

NPS/SHPO 7,600(1) 0.16 – 0.33  0.25 – 0.42  0.41 – 0.75 <0.01 – 0.01% 0.00 0.0% No 
Use, Not De 

minimis impact 

Mount Vernon 
Memorial Highway 

NPS/SHPO 515 0.16 – 0.33  0.25  – 0.42 0.41 – 0.75 0.08 – 0.1% 0.00 0.0% No 
Use, Not De 

minimis impact 

Potomac Greens 
Park 

City of 
Alexandria 

20.54 2.54 – 2.76 4.10 – 4.33 6.64 – 7.09 32.3 – 34.5% 0.00 0.0% No 
Use, Not De 

minimis impact 

Greens Scenic 
Area Easement 

NPS/SHPO 15.27 
1.71 – 1.94 

(2) 
2.86  – 3.09 4.57 – 5.03 29.9 – 32.9% 0.00 0.0% No 

Use, Not De 
minimis impact 

Rail Park (Planned) 
City of 

Alexandria 
4.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0% 4.21 100% No No Use 

(1) Total acreage of the George Washington Memorial Parkway national parkland as reported by NPS. 556 
(2) Area of 4(f) permanent use to the Greens Scenic Area easement is within the area of 4(f) permanent use listed for Potomac Greens Park. 557 
Note: A range of impacts is presented as these may vary based on the final design. 558 
  559 



  Appendix D – Section 4(f) Evaluation 

June 2016  Potomac Yard Metrorail Station / Final EIS D-19 

Table 5-2: Preferred Alternative Uses and Temporary Occupancies of Section 4(f) Historic Architectural Resources 560 

Resource 
Official  

with 
Jurisdiction 

Total Area  
of Park 
(acres) 

Use Temporary Occupancy 

Constructive 
Use 

Use 
Determination 

Permanent  
(acres) 

Temporary  
(acres) 

Total (acres) 

Percentage of 
Use to  

Total Area 
Affected 

Temporary 
Occupancy;  

No Use  
(acres) 

Percentage of 
Temporary 
Occupancy 

 to Total Area 
Affected 

George 
Washington 
Memorial Parkway 

NPS/SHPO 7,146(1) 0.16 – 0.33 0.25 to 0.42 0.41 – 0.75 <0.01 – 0.01% 0.00 0.0% No 
Use, Not De 

minimis impact 

Mount Vernon 
Memorial Highway 

NPS/SHPO 515 0.16 – 0.33 0.25 to 0.42 0.41 – 0.75 0.08 – 0.1% 0.00 0.0% No 
Use, Not De 

minimis impact 

Parkways of the 
National Capital 
Region 

NPS/SHPO 8,761 0.16 – 0.33 0.25 to 0.42 0.41 – 0.75 <0.01% 0.00 0.0% No 
Use, Not De 

minimis impact 

Greens Scenic 
Area Easement 

NPS/SHPO 15.27 
1.71 – 1.94 

(2) 
2.86 to 3.09 4.57 – 5.03 29.9 – 32.9% 0.00 0.0% No 

Use, Not De 
minimis impact 

(1) Total acreage of the George Washington Memorial Parkway historic property as listed in the National Register. 561 
(2) Area of 4(f) permanent use to the Greens Scenic Area easement is within the area of 4(f) permanent use listed for Potomac Greens Park. 562 
Note: A range of impacts is presented as these may vary based on the final design563 
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Figure 5-1: Use and Temporary Occupancy of Section 4(f) Resources - Parks and Easement 564 

 565 
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Figure 5-2: Use and Temporary Occupancy of Section 4(f) Resources - Historic Architectural Resources 566 

 567 
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Of the parkland resources identified in Section 4.1, the Preferred Alternative would not require the permanent or 568 
temporary incorporation of land from Four Mile Run Trail, Curtis Park, or the planned Howell Park and Swann 569 
Park, nor would the Preferred Alternative result in proximity impacts that would be so severe that the protected 570 
activities, features, or attributes that qualify these properties for protection under Section 4(f) would be 571 
substantially impaired. Additionally, Potomac Yard Park (North and South) is not considered a Section 4(f) 572 
resource as defined by 23 CFR Part 774 because language in the deed stipulates transportation uses within the 573 
park. Therefore, as discussed in Section 4.1 and shown in Table 4-1, no Section 4(f) use of these parkland 574 
resources would occur and they are not discussed further. 575 

The Preferred Alternative would not require the permanent or temporary incorporation of land from the Abingdon 576 
Apartments, which were identified as eligible for listing in the NRHP. In addition, as determined through the 577 
Section 106 process, the Preferred Alternative would not result in an adverse effect to the Abingdon Apartments 578 
or the documented archaeological resource (Chesapeake and Ohio/Alexandria Canal). Therefore, as discussed 579 
in Section 4.1 and shown in Table 4-1, no Section 4(f) use of these historic resources would occur and they are 580 
not discussed further. 581 

5.1 George Washington Memorial Parkway 582 

The Preferred Alternative would require the total use of 0.41 to 0.75 acre of the GWMP related to a land transfer 583 
along the western boundary of the park that would be permanently used for realigned track (approximately 0.16 584 
to 0.33 acre) and a permit from NPS for temporary use of the GWMP necessary for construction staging areas 585 
(approximately 0.25 to 0.42 acre). The land transfer would result in the removal of existing vegetation that 586 
currently provides a visual barrier between the GWMP and Potomac Yard. Construction staging and material 587 
laydown areas would require a permit from NPS for the clearing of vegetation and disturbance of soils in the 588 
areas designated for these activities for the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would not provide 589 
access for construction vehicles from the Parkway to the proposed station location and construction staging 590 
areas.  591 

Users of the GWMP roadway and the Mount Vernon Trail (both of which are features of the GWMP) would 592 
experience temporary visual and noise effects throughout the three-year project construction duration related to 593 
vegetation clearance and construction equipment in staging areas on GWMP property and adjacent areas near 594 
the station and realigned track. Recreational features of the GWMP, including the Mount Vernon Trail and 595 
Daingerfield Island marina and recreational fields, would remain open for public use, and the roadway would 596 
remain open to general vehicular traffic in both directions of travel during the duration of construction. Access to 597 
recreational facilities within the GWMP would not be restricted during construction nor would project 598 
construction affect use of these recreational facilities. Note, the recreational features of the GWMP near the 599 
project (Mount Vernon Trail, Daingerfield Island, and the Washington Sailing Marina) are not attributes of the 600 
historic significance of the GWMP. 601 

The Preferred Alternative would result in permanent acquisition of NPS land requiring a land transfer, temporary 602 
construction activities within GWMP property requiring a permit from NPS, and temporary and permanent visual 603 
effects. Construction access would also have effects on the GWMP resulting from long-term loss of vegetation 604 
in areas that were part of the original landscape design. These would result in some diminishment of the 605 
landscape architecture area of significance of the GWMP, including landscaping to preserve the scenic and 606 
aesthetic qualities associated with the Potomac River valley. 607 

Refinements were made to the preliminary construction staging area and access routes presented in the Draft 608 
EIS for the Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative B Option 2 Construction Access). The refinements 609 
incorporate more detailed development of construction phasing plans and efforts to reduce impacts to resources 610 
identified in the Draft EIS. To reduce impacts to the GWMP, the extent of the Preferred Alternative construction 611 
staging area on the GWMP property was removed except where required for direct access to build the realigned 612 
track at the northern end of the project site. Use of GWMP property for construction staging was reduced from 613 
approximately 0.55 acre to between 0.25 and 0.42 acre.  614 

Construction staging areas on GWMP property would require clearance of 0.25 to 0.42 acre of vegetation and 615 
forested wetlands, which would remove roughly 10 to 15 trees over two inches DBH. Permanent station facilities 616 
and realigned track would require clearance of 0.16 to 0.33 acre of vegetation and forested wetlands, which 617 
would remove roughly five to ten trees over two inches DBH. The total area cleared of vegetation in areas 618 
planted as part of the original landscape design of the GWMP for construction staging and permanent facilities 619 
for the Preferred Alternative would be 0.58 acre including the removal of a total of 10 to 15 trees over two inches 620 
DBH. 621 
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The proposed activities associated with construction of the temporary access driveways and staging areas and 622 
permanent station and track facilities would include removing contributing features (trees) of NRHP-listed 623 
resources. NPS parklands used for construction activities would be restored based on an NPS-approved 624 
planting plan. Vegetative screening in areas temporarily cleared for construction would require approximately 625 
20-40 years of regrowth to be re-established similar to its current state. Restoration of the GWMP temporarily 626 
impacted areas would be a condition of any permit issued by NPS. 627 

In addition to the vegetation and resulting visual impacts described above related to the cultural landscape 628 
within the GWMP, 1.51 acres of trees and shrubs would be removed from the Greens Scenic Area easement 629 
(described in Section 5.5) consisting of 0.73 to 0.83 acre for the temporary construction staging area and 0.68 630 
to 0.78 acre for the permanent station and track facilities. This removal of trees and shrubs would cause visual 631 
effects to the GWMP as a result.  632 

The Preferred Alternative would cause an adverse effect under Section 106 to the GWMP due to permanent land 633 
transfers, temporary construction access and staging areas, temporary and permanent visual effects, and 634 
temporary and permanent loss of vegetation and plantings. In addition, as described above, the requirement of a 635 
land transfer and a permit for temporary use during construction and the related removal of vegetation would 636 
result in long-term adverse physical impacts to the attributes and features of the GWMP that qualify it for 637 
protection under Section 4(f). While temporary use of the GWMP necessary for construction staging areas would 638 
not result in a land transfer, the use would not satisfy all of the conditions for temporary occupancy listed in 23 639 
CFR 774.13(d) and described in Section 2.1.2. Therefore the Preferred Alternative would result in a Section 4(f) 640 
use of the GWMP. 641 

5.2 Mount Vernon Memorial Highway 642 

The Preferred Alternative would require the total use of 0.41 to 0.75 acre of the MVMH (same as the GWMP) 643 
related to a land transfer along the western boundary of the park that would be permanently used for realigned 644 
track (approximately 0.16 to 0.33 acre) and a permit from NPS for temporary use of the MVMH necessary for 645 
construction staging areas (approximately 0.25 to 0.42 acre). The land transfer would impact existing vegetation 646 
that currently provides a visual barrier between the GWMP and Potomac Yard. Construction staging and 647 
material laydown areas would require a permit from NPS for the clearing of vegetation and disturbance of soils 648 
in the areas designated for these activities for the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would not 649 
provide access for construction vehicles from the Parkway to the station location and construction staging areas. 650 

Users of the MVMH roadway and the Mount Vernon Trail would experience temporary visual and noise effects 651 
throughout the three-year project construction duration related to vegetation clearance and construction 652 
equipment in staging areas on GWMP property and adjacent areas near the station and realigned track.  653 

The Preferred Alternative would result in permanent acquisition of NPS land requiring a land transfer, temporary 654 
construction activities within MVMH property requiring a permit from NPS, and temporary and permanent visual 655 
effects. Construction access would also have effects on the MVMH resulting from long-term loss of vegetation in 656 
areas that were part of the original landscape design. These would result in some diminishment of the 657 
landscape architecture area of significance of the MVMH, including landscaping to maximize scenic, aesthetic 658 
and commemorative qualities along its route between Washington, D.C. and Mount Vernon.  659 

Refinements were made to the preliminary construction staging area and access routes presented in the Draft 660 
EIS for the Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative B Option 2 Construction Access). The refinements 661 
incorporate more detailed development of construction phasing plans and efforts to reduce impacts to resources 662 
identified in the Draft EIS. To reduce impacts to the MVMH, the extent of the Preferred Alternative construction 663 
staging area on the MVMH property was removed except where required for direct access to build the realigned 664 
track at the northern end of the project site. Use of MVMH property for construction staging was reduced from 665 
approximately 0.55 acre to between 0.25 and 0.42 acre.  666 

Construction staging areas on MVMH property would require clearance of 0.25 to 0.42 acre of vegetation and 667 
forested wetlands, which would remove roughly 10 to 15 trees over two inches DBH. Permanent station facilities 668 
and realigned track would require clearance of 0.16 to 0.33 acre of vegetation and forested wetlands, which 669 
would remove roughly five to ten trees over two inches DBH. The total area cleared of vegetation in areas 670 
planted as part of the original landscape design of the MVMH for construction staging and permanent facilities 671 
for the Preferred Alternative is 0.58 acre including the removal of a total of 10 to 15 trees over two inches DBH. 672 
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The proposed activities associated with construction of the temporary access driveways and staging areas and 673 
permanent station and track facilities would include removing contributing features (trees) of NRHP-listed 674 
resources. NPS parklands used for construction activities would be restored based on an NPS-approved 675 
planting plan. Vegetative screening in areas temporarily cleared for construction would require approximately 676 
20-40 years of regrowth to be re-established similar to its current state. Restoration of MVMH temporarily 677 
impacted areas would be a condition of any permit issued by NPS. 678 

In addition to the vegetation and resulting visual impacts described above related to the cultural landscape 679 
within the MVMH, 1.51 acres of trees and shrubs would be removed from the Greens Scenic Area easement 680 
consisting of 0.73 to 0.83 acre for the temporary construction staging area and 0.68 to 0.78 acre for the 681 
permanent station and track facilities. This removal of trees and shrubs would cause visual effects to the MVMH 682 
as a result.  683 

The Preferred Alternative would cause an adverse effect under Section 106 to the MVMH due to permanent land 684 
transfers, temporary construction access and staging areas, temporary and permanent visual effects, and 685 
temporary and permanent loss of vegetation and plantings. In addition, as described above, the requirement of a 686 
land transfer and a permit for temporary use during construction and the related removal of vegetation would 687 
result in long-term adverse physical impacts to the attributes and features of the MVMH that qualify it for 688 
protection under Section 4(f). While use of the MVMH necessary for construction staging areas would not result 689 
in a land transfer, the use would not satisfy all of the conditions for temporary occupancy listed in 23 CFR 690 
774.13(d) and described in Section 2.1.2. Therefore the Preferred Alternative would result in a Section 4(f) use 691 
of the MVMH. 692 

5.3 Parkways of the National Capital Region 693 

As described in Section 4.2, the PNCR comprises approximately 75-100 miles of parkways in the District of 694 
Columbia; Montgomery, Princes George’s, and Anne Arundel Counties in suburban Maryland; and Arlington and 695 
Fairfax Counties, along with the City of Alexandria, in northern Virginia. The boundaries of the contributing 696 
arterial thoroughfares are coterminous with their rights-of-way and include both the MVMH and GWMP. 697 

As described in Section 5.1 and Section 5.2, respectively, the Preferred Alternative would cause an adverse 698 
effect under Section 106 to the GWMP and MVMH due to permanent land transfers, temporary construction 699 
access and staging areas, temporary and permanent visual effects, and temporary and permanent loss of 700 
vegetation and plantings. In addition, as described in these sections, the requirement of a land transfer and a 701 
permit for temporary use during construction and the related removal of vegetation would result in long-term 702 
adverse physical impacts to the attributes and features of the MVMH and GWMP that qualify it for protection 703 
under Section 4(f). While use of the MVMH and GWMP necessary for construction staging areas would not 704 
result in a land transfer, the temporary use would not satisfy all of the conditions for temporary occupancy listed 705 
in 23 CFR 774.13(d) and described in Section 2.1.2. Therefore the Preferred Alternative would result in a 706 
Section 4(f) use of the PNCR. 707 

5.4 Potomac Greens Park 708 

The Preferred Alternative would require the permanent acquisition of 2.54 to 2.76 acres of Potomac Greens 709 
Park. The area required for permanent use is along the western boundary of the park, which would be used for 710 
station facilities and realigned track. The acquisition would impact an existing pedestrian path, open space, and 711 
a seating area. Construction of the proposed station would remove existing vegetation from approximately 1.51 712 
acres along the western boundary of the park, including trees that provide a partial visual buffer to the existing 713 
Metrorail and CSXT tracks, Metrorail traction power substation, and Potomac Yard development from Potomac 714 
Greens Park. These impacts would be mitigated by redesigning park facilities as necessary in conjunction with 715 
the replacement of park infrastructure and providing replacement planting where possible. 716 

In addition, temporary use of 4.10 to 4.33 of Potomac Greens Park would be necessary to provide a staging 717 
area for construction equipment. To ensure safe conditions along the construction access route from the 718 
northern end of Potomac Greens neighborhood into Potomac Greens Park, the project proposes the relocation 719 
or closure of the park’s playground, the boardwalk trail, and northern end of the Carpenter Road trail for the 720 
duration of construction. Therefore, use of this area during construction would not meet the conditions for 721 
temporary occupancy as defined in 23 CFR 774.13(d). As such, the Preferred Alternative would result in a 722 
Section 4(f) use of Potomac Greens Park. 723 
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5.5 Greens Scenic Area Easement 724 

The Preferred Alternative would require the total use of 4.57 to 5.03 acres of the Green Scenic Area easement 725 
related to a land transfer along the western boundary of the park that would be permanently used for station 726 
facilities and realigned track (approximately 1.71 to 1.94 acres) plus a permit for temporary use of the Greens 727 
Scenic Area necessary to provide a staging area for construction equipment (approximately 2.86 to 3.09 acres). 728 
The permanent use would impact existing vegetation intended to provide a visual buffer to the CSXT tracks and 729 
Potomac Yard from the Potomac Greens Park. Construction staging, material laydown areas, and access 730 
driveways would require a permit from NPS for the clearing of vegetation and disturbance of soils in the areas 731 
designated for these activities for the Preferred Alternative.  732 

Construction effects would also include the introduction of construction vehicles and materials. Construction of 733 
the proposed station would remove existing vegetation along the western boundary of the Green Scenic Area 734 
easement, including trees that provide a visual buffer to the CSXT tracks and Potomac Yard from the Potomac 735 
Greens Park. Construction would also require the removal of trees from the Greens Scenic Area easement that 736 
are intended to protect views from the GWMP. Approximately 1.51 acres of trees and shrubs would be removed 737 
from the Greens Scenic Area easement to accommodate the construction access, staging, and laydown areas, 738 
which would cause visual effects to the MVMH and GWMP as a result. Vegetative screening would require 739 
approximately 20-40 years of regrowth to be re-established similar to its current state. 740 

Since the permit for temporary use of the Greens Scenic Area easement would require a new easement and 741 
land exchange, the Preferred Alternative would result in a Section 4(f) use of the Greens Scenic Area easement. 742 
The construction effects related to the removal of vegetation would result in long-term adverse physical impacts 743 
to the contributing features of NRHP listed resources, therefore the temporary use of the Greens Scenic 744 
easement for construction activities would not satisfy all of the conditions for temporary occupancy listed in 23 745 
CFR 774.13(d). 746 

5.6 Rail Park (Planned) 747 

The Preferred Alternative would not require the permanent use of the planned Rail Park, but would require a 748 
temporary construction easement of the entire 4.21 acres of the planned Rail Park to accommodate construction 749 
contracting offices at this location rather than at the northern end of the Potomac Greens neighborhood, thereby 750 
reducing vehicular traffic along Potomac Greens Drive by construction employees. Rail Park would also 751 
temporarily be used for construction access via an existing private access driveway that serves the WMATA 752 
Traction Power Substation. Construction access and staging would require the removal of the existing 753 
vegetation and the ground leveling of the site for use as a construction staging area.  754 

The City of Alexandria has stated that Rail Park would likely not be constructed prior to the construction of the 755 
Preferred Alternative. However, should the planned Rail Park be constructed prior to the construction of the 756 
Preferred Alternative, public access to the planned Rail Park would be restricted due to the temporary 757 
construction easement. The temporary occupancy associated with the temporary construction easement would 758 
be for a short duration (less than the total time needed to construct the entire project), would not result in a 759 
change in ownership of the property, and would not result in permanent adverse physical impacts to the 760 
recreational features of the planned Rail Park. In addition, should the planned Rail Park be constructed prior to 761 
the construction of the Preferred Alternative, the park would be restored to an equivalent or better condition 762 
following the end of construction activities. Therefore, FTA has determined that, pursuant to 23 CFR 774(d) this 763 
temporary occupancy of 4.21 acres associated with the Preferred Alternative would not constitute a Section 4(f) 764 
use of the planned Rail Park. The City of Alexandria, as the official with jurisdiction over this resource, concurred 765 
with this determination in a letter signed May 18, 2016 (see Attachment C). 766 
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6.0 AVOIDANCE ALTERNATIVES 767 

Since none of the proposed Section 4(f) uses described in Section 5 was determined to have de minimis 768 
impact, FTA is required to determine whether a feasible and prudent avoidance alternative exists as described 769 
in Section 2.3. If no prudent and feasible avoidance alternative exists, the project must include all possible 770 
planning to minimize harm to the site, which includes all reasonable measures to minimize harm or mitigate 771 
impacts (49 U.S.C. 303(c)(2)). If no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative exists, FTA must select the 772 
project alternative that causes the least overall harm in light of the statute's preservation purpose.  773 

6.1 Development of Alternatives 774 

The planning process for the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station began with the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station 775 
Concept Development Study (2010), in which eight station alternatives in addition to a No Build Alternative were 776 
evaluated. The station alternatives were developed in consultation with the Metrorail Station Feasibility Work 777 
Group, an advisory group of elected and appointed officials. At a conceptual level, the study examined the 778 
characteristics of a station at potential locations. Station characteristics considered when evaluating the 779 
alternatives included property ownership, station design, relationship to NPS lands, ridership, financing, and 780 
implementation considerations. 781 

The No Build Alternative and the eight Metrorail station alternatives identified during the Concept Development 782 
Study (2010) were advanced into the scoping phase of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and were 783 
presented to governmental agencies and the general public for review and comment during the scoping process 784 
and at the agency and public scoping meetings. Each of the Build Alternatives from the Concept Development 785 
Study included three potential station options (underground, at-grade, and aerial). The Build Alternatives, 786 
referred to during the scoping process as Metrorail Station Alternatives A, B1, B2, B3, C1, C2, D1, and D2, are 787 
shown in Figure 6-1 on page D-29 and described in the Initial Screening of Alternatives Report (2011). A 788 
Virginia Railway Express (VRE) Station Alternative, Bus Alternative, and Parking Garage Alternative were also 789 
included in the initial screening of alternatives. The No Build Alternative was not evaluated as part of the initial 790 
screening. The Preferred Alternative is Build Alternative B with Option 2 Construction access from the Draft EIS, 791 
which is based on refinements to the initial Metrorail Station Alternatives B1, B2, and B3 (at-grade options) as 792 
described below.  793 

To develop a reasonable range of alternatives to be fully evaluated, the alternatives from the Concept 794 
Development Study, plus additional alternatives suggested during the scoping process (also shown in Figure 6-795 
1) were further refined as part of a two-step process. The Initial Screening of Alternatives Report documented 796 
the first step of the refinement process, which screened alternatives based on the following criteria: 797 

1. Responsiveness to Project Purpose and Need: All alternatives were found to meet the project Purpose 798 
and Need with the exception of Alternatives E1, E2, the VRE Station Alternative, Bus Alternative, and the 799 
Parking Garage Alternative. 800 

2. Consistency with Land Use and Development Plans: All of the remaining alternatives that met project 801 
Purpose and Need were found to be consistent with land use and development plans with the exception of the 802 
at-grade options of Alternatives C1, C2, D1, D2, and D3. 803 

3. Technical Feasibility: Metrorail Station Alternatives A, B1, B2 and B3 (aerial and underground options only); 804 
C1, C2, D1, and D2 (at-grade, aerial, and underground options); D3 (at-grade and underground options 805 
only) did not pass the initial screening because they were not technically feasible. 806 

As a result of the initial screening of alternatives, five Metrorail station Build Alternatives (at-grade Build 807 
Alternatives A, B1, B2, and B3, and aerial Alternative D3) were identified as potentially feasible location options 808 
for a Potomac Yard Metrorail station. However, the initial screening of alternatives also determined there could 809 
be numerous variations in the precise layout and location of the five alternatives. Therefore, “feasible station 810 
zones” that could accommodate at-grade Build Alternatives A, B1, B2, and B3, and aerial Alternative D3 and 811 
minimize the potential for social, environmental, and economic impacts, while maximizing the potential benefits 812 
of a Metrorail station, were identified for further analysis. The size and configuration of the station and 813 
associated facilities were determined for each of the alternatives based on technical considerations to minimize 814 
track length and complexity; minimize impacts to existing Metrorail facilities; maintain track alignment geometry 815 
in accordance with WMATA standards; and comply with CSXT standards for vertical and horizontal clearance. 816 
The potential station locations within each zone were chosen to maximize access to the planned development in 817 
Potomac Yard, minimize impacts to Potomac Greens Park and the Greens Scenic Area easement, and 818 
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minimize impact to wetlands. The station locations chosen for each of the three zones became Build 819 
Alternatives A, B and D, which were evaluated in the Draft EIS for the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station project. 820 
For Build Alternative B, two construction access options were developed and evaluated in the Draft EIS. The 821 
Preferred Alternative evaluated in the Final EIS and this Section 4(f) evaluation is based on Build Alternative B 822 
Option 2 Construction Access (no access from the GWMP roadway), with further refinements made to the 823 
design and construction staging that are described in the Final EIS, Section 2.5.2 Preferred Alternative.  824 

To determine if a feasible and prudent avoidance alternative exists, a reanalysis of the initial alternatives 825 
screened out during the EIS scoping process and several new alternatives suggested by contributing agencies 826 
during the EIS development process are examined in Section 6.2. 827 

6.1.1 Development of Alternative Construction Access 828 

In addition to the station alternatives development process described under Section 6.1, additional 829 
consideration was given to different construction access methods. During project development, As described in 830 
previous sections, commercial vehicles are prohibited from the GWMP, with limited exceptions, under NPS 831 
Management Policies 2006 (9.2.1.2.1) and Federal regulations (36 CFR 5.6). NPS has stated that it would not 832 
issue a permit for construction access for the project from the GWMP because construction access would 833 
impact park natural and cultural resources and visitor use and enjoyment of those resources. To reduce impacts 834 
to Section 4(f) resources, a modified construction access option was assessed for Build Alternatives A and B. 835 
Construction access for Build Alternatives A and B was assessed under two construction options: 836 

 Option 1 Construction Access: Option 1 would include access to the area east of the existing 837 
Metrorail tracks provided via a temporary construction access driveway from the George Washington 838 
Memorial Parkway (GWMP). Construction vehicles would use the southbound GWMP roadway from the 839 
Airport Access Road to Slaters Lane (1.7 miles). Additional access would be provided through the 840 
residential areas of Potomac Greens and Old Town Greens via the entire length of Potomac Greens 841 
Drive (0.7 mile); construction vehicles would access this area from U.S. Route 1. 842 

 Option 2 Construction Access: Option 2 would only include access to the area east of the existing 843 
Metrorail tracks through the residential areas of Potomac Greens and Old Town Greens via the entire 844 
length of Potomac Greens Drive (0.7 mile); construction vehicles would access this area from U.S. 845 
Route 1. 846 

For both Build Alternatives A and B, Option 2 Construction Access would reduce and minimize potential impacts 847 
to the GWMP and MVMH over the Option 1 Construction Access. Build Alternative A would still require the use 848 
of Potomac Greens Park and Greens Scenic Area easement. Build Alternative B would still require the use of 849 
GWMP, MVMH, Potomac Greens Park, and Greens Scenic Area easement  850 

Refinements were made to the preliminary construction staging area and access routes presented in the Draft 851 
EIS for the Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative B Option 2 Construction Access). The refinements 852 
incorporate more detailed development of construction phasing plans and efforts to reduce impacts to resources 853 
identified in the Draft EIS. The following refinements were made for the Preferred Alternative: 854 

 East of the Metrorail tracks – To minimize impacts to the GWMP, the extent of the Preferred Alternative 855 
construction staging area on the GWMP property is removed except where required for direct access to build 856 
the realigned track at the northern end of the project site. A wider area of construction activity immediately 857 
north of the station is indicated to accommodate installation of a crossover switch on the realigned track. 858 
Between 0.25 and 0.42 acre of GWMP property in this area will be required to accommodate construction 859 
staging. The construction staging areas avoid archaeological sites identified during the Phase I archaeological 860 
investigations. In addition, to allow for potential minor design modifications to the station pedestrian and 861 
bicycle access facilities in Potomac Greens Park, the extent of the construction staging area and access area 862 
is expanded by up to 0.88 acre to accommodate potential modifications. 863 

 In between the Metrorail tracks and CSXT right-of-way – The construction staging area is expanded by about 864 
5.37 acres to the south across the full extent of the City of Alexandria Rail Park to accommodate construction 865 
contracting offices at this location rather than at the northern end of the Potomac Greens neighborhood, 866 
thereby reducing vehicular traffic along Potomac Greens Drive by construction employees.  867 

 Access Routes through the Old Town Greens and Potomac Greens neighborhoods – To ensure safe 868 
conditions along the construction access route along the WMATA substation access road through the Old 869 
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Town Greens common area, the project proposes temporarily relocating the playground to another site within 870 
Old Town Greens and temporarily closing the tennis courts for the duration of construction. Similarly, to ensure 871 
safe conditions along the construction access route from the northern end of Potomac Greens neighborhood 872 
into Potomac Greens Park, the project proposes temporarily relocating or closing the park’s playground, the 873 
boardwalk trail, and northern end of the Carpenter Road trail for the duration of construction. To allow 874 
construction vehicles to circulate in a single direction with less impact to neighborhood traffic flow, the access 875 
route through the Potomac Greens neighborhood also includes Carpenter Road.  876 

 West of the CSXT tracks – To allow for potential minor design modifications to the station entrance pavilions 877 
and pedestrian and bicycle access facilities along Potomac Yard Park, the extent of the construction staging 878 
area and access area is expanded by about 0.15 acre to accommodate potential modifications.  879 

Although the impacts to Section 4(f) resources would be minimized under Option 2 Construction Access for 880 
Build Alternatives A and B over Option 1 Construction Access, impacts to Section 4(f) resources would still exist 881 
under both Build Alternatives. Build Alternatives A and B could not be considered a feasible and prudent 882 
avoidance alternative due to the remaining impacts to Section 4(f) resources. 883 

In regards to Build Alternative D, access from the GWMP and permanent impact to GWMP parkland could not 884 
be avoided due to the construction of the aerial structures over Four Mile Run. The development of B-CSX 885 
Design Option is described further in Section 6.1.2. 886 

The Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation circulated with the Draft EIS determined that each of the Build Alternatives A, 887 
B, and D would require use of Section 4(f) resources. Therefore, none of the three Build Alternatives (including 888 
the Preferred Alternative, which is Build Alternative B Option 2 Construction Access) could be considered a 889 
feasible and prudent avoidance alternative. 890 
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Figure 6-1: Initial Alternatives Considered 891 

892 
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6.1.2 Development of B-CSX Design Option 893 

In an attempt to avoid NPS property and the Greens Scenic Area easement at the request of NPS, a modified 894 
design option of Build Alternative B (known as B-CSX Design Option) was developed and evaluated in the Draft 895 
EIS. B-CSX Design Option moves the station and track elements of the alternative further to the north and west to 896 
fully avoid NPS owned property for the GWMP and the Greens Scenic Area easement located along the western 897 
edge of the parkway property and administered by NPS. The design option requires the relocation of the existing 898 
CSXT freight rail line further to the west and the placement of the proposed Metrorail station in the location 899 
formerly occupied by the CSXT line. Figure 6-2 shows B-CSX Design Option in relation to Build Alternative B. 900 

On November 13, 2013 the City of Alexandria, WMATA, and CSXT met to review the conceptual plans for B-CSX 901 
Design Option with CSXT staff. On May 28, 2014 CSXT staff responded to the City of Alexandria via letter 902 
regarding the proposed B-CSX Design Option indicating that while there may be a few minor improvements to the 903 
CSXT property and assets as part of this project, CSXT prefers that this option would not be chosen. CSXT 904 
expressed that the disruption to both passenger and freight operations during construction outweighs any benefits 905 
that would be gained by CSXT. 906 

However, the letter also stated that CSXT understands the importance of the project to the neighborhood 907 
development, the city, WMATA, and the region and, thus, CSXT is willing to have the Design Option be 908 
considered as a possible alternative for the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station as long as certain conditions are met. 909 
These conditions include the following: 910 

 CSXT shall be reimbursed for all costs associated with the project including: 911 
o Preliminary engineering plan reviews 912 
o All necessary track and signal work 913 
o Construction, engineering, and inspection 914 
o Full time flagman for duration of construction 915 

 Project assumes responsibilities for any Amtrak/VRE passenger delays and penalties 916 

 CSXT acquires the new right-of-way via fee simple ownership 917 

 Maintain existing right-of-way width for the main section, at a minimum 918 

 All pedestrian crossings must be grade separated and span the entire CSXT right-of-way 919 

 CSXT must keep the ability to maintain access to its right-of-way and access roads 920 

Additionally, the Virginia Railway Express (VRE), the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation 921 
(DRPT), and Amtrak provided comments during the Draft EIS comment period oppposing B-CSX Design Option, 922 
stating that it posed the greatest potential negative impacts to rail operations. 923 

  924 
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Figure 6-2: Build Alternative B and B-CSX Design Option 925 

 926 
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6.2 Feasible and Prudent Avoidance Analysis 927 

Based on the findings of the Initial Screening of Alternatives Report, initial alternatives were screened out during 928 
the EIS scoping process that failed to meet the evaluation criteria. The No Build Alternative and each of the initial 929 
alternatives not advanced beyond the scoping phase were re-examined during the 4(f) evaluation to determine 930 
whether they met the requirements of a feasible and prudent avoidance alternative as described in Section 2.3. 931 
Alternatives were determined to meet the requirements of a feasible and prudent avoidance alternative through a 932 
three-step analysis, based on the following criteria: 933 

1. Does the alternative avoid Section 4(f) resources? Any alternative that uses a Section 4(f) resource cannot 934 
be considered an avoidance alternative. 935 

2. Feasible Factor - Can the alternative be built as a matter of sound engineering? Alternatives were 936 
evaluated by a review of compliance with the current WMATA Manual of Design, Release 9 (2008) and relevant 937 
CSXT criteria. 938 

3. Prudent Factors: An alternative is not prudent if: 939 
a. It compromises the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed in light of the project's stated 940 

purpose and need (i.e., the alternative doesn't address the purpose and need of the project); 941 
b. It results in unacceptable safety or operational problems; 942 
c. After reasonable mitigation, it still causes severe social, economic, or environmental impacts; severe 943 

disruption to established communities; severe or disproportionate impacts to minority or low-income 944 
populations; or severe impacts to environmental resources protected under other Federal statutes; 945 

d. It results in additional construction, maintenance, or operational costs of extraordinary magnitude; 946 
e. It causes other unique problems or unusual factors; or 947 
f. It involves multiple factors as outlined above that, while individually minor, cumulatively cause unique 948 

problems or impacts of extraordinary magnitude. 949 

Table 6-1 shows the results of the feasible and prudent avoidance analysis for all the alternatives considered in 950 
project planning, including the initial alternatives that were eliminated during the scoping process and additional 951 
alternatives that were suggested by cooperating and participating agencies during the EIS development process. 952 
The additional alternatives suggested during the EIS development process are shown in Figure 6-3 on page D-35 953 
and include the realignment of CSXT tracks to accommodate new WMATA tracks; the introduction of nearby ferry 954 
service; and providing a streetcar connection to existing Metrorail stations.  As shown in the table, all of the initial 955 
and additional alternatives failed to meet the feasible and prudent avoidance analysis and cannot be considered 956 
avoidance alternatives.  957 

All of the initial Metrorail Station Alternatives and the VRE Station Alternative were found to use a Section 4(f) 958 
resource and were thus eliminated for consideration as an avoidance alternative. The No Build, E1, E2, Bus, 959 
Parking Garage, Ferry Service, and Streetcar Service Alternatives were all deemed technically feasible and did 960 
not result in any unacceptable operational problems, but they did not address the project’s purpose and need, a 961 
factor in identifying prudent avoidance alternatives and thus were eliminated for consideration. These seven 962 
alternatives did not meet the project’s purpose and need for a variety of factors, including: 963 

 Distance to Potomac Yard; 964 

 Inability to accommodate travel demand; 965 

 Inability of alternatives to provide direct access to the regional Metrorail system or transit connectivity; and 966 

 Lack of support of travel modes that have the potential to improve regional air quality. 967 

Since all of the initial alternatives eliminated during scoping failed the feasible and prudent avoidance analysis, 968 
none of them can be considered a feasible and prudent avoidance alternative.  969 

While the CSXT Realignment Alternatives would avoid Section 4(f) resources and addresses the project’s 970 
purpose and need, the underground or aerial versions of this alternative were deemed not feasible due to the 971 
inability of realigned track to tie-in to existing track given the vertical and horizontal track geometry requirements. 972 
The at-grade version of the CSXT Realignment Alternative (known as B-CSX Design Option) was deemed 973 
feasible but not prudent because it would result in: 974 

 substantial disruption to CSXT, Amtrak, and VRE rail operations due to track shutdowns during 975 
construction; 976 
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 the permanent relocation of CSXT right-of-way; 977 

 reduction of the amount of developable land for the North Potomac Yard redevelopment area; 978 

 displacement of an existing business; 979 

 substantially higher capital costs; and 980 

 A minimum three year delay in the opening of the station since CSXT has not agreed to move their tracks.  981 

Cumulatively taking these factors into account, B-CSX Design Option would cause unique problems and impacts 982 
of extraordinary magnitude and therefore would not be a prudent avoidance alternative.  983 

Table 6-1: Identification of Feasible and Prudent Avoidance Alternatives 984 

Alternatives 
Avoids Section 
4(f) Resource? 

Feasible 
Factor 

Prudent Factors 
Feasible and 

Prudent 
Avoidance 

Alternative? 

Can be built 
as a matter of 

sound 
engineering? 

Does not 
result in 

unacceptable 
operational 
problems? 

Addresses 
project’s 

purpose and 
need? 

INITIAL ALTERNATIVES (Prior to EIS Scoping) 

No Build Alternative existing condition Yes Yes Yes No No 

Metrorail Station 
Alternative A 

underground No - - - No 

aerial No - - - No 

Metrorail Station 
Alternative B1 

underground No - - - No 

aerial No - - - No 

Metrorail Station 
Alternative B2 

underground No - - - No 

aerial No - - - No 

Metrorail Station 
Alternative B3 

underground No - - - No 

aerial No - - - No 

Metrorail Station 
Alternative C1 

at-grade No - - - No 

underground No - - - No 

aerial No - - - No 

Metrorail Station 
Alternative C2 

at-grade No - - - No 

underground No - - - No 

aerial No - - - No 

Metrorail Station 
Alternative D1 

at-grade No - - - No 

underground No - - - No 

aerial No - - - No 

Metrorail Station 
Alternative D2 

at-grade No - - - No 

underground No - - - No 

aerial No - - - No 

Metrorail Station 
Alternative D3 

at-grade No - - - No 

underground No - - - No 

Metrorail Station 
Alternative E1 

at-grade Yes - - No No 

Metrorail Station 
Alternative E2 

at-grade Yes - - No No 

VRE Station 
Alternative 

at-grade No - - - No 
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Alternatives 
Avoids Section 
4(f) Resource? 

Feasible 
Factor 

Prudent Factors 
Feasible and 

Prudent 
Avoidance 

Alternative? 

Can be built 
as a matter of 

sound 
engineering? 

Does not 
result in 

unacceptable 
operational 
problems? 

Addresses 
project’s 

purpose and 
need? 

Bus Alternative at-grade Yes Yes Yes No No 

Parking Garage 
Alternative 

at-grade Yes Yes Yes No No 

ADDITIONAL ALTERNATIVES (After EIS Scoping) 

CSXT Realignment 
Alternative 

underground Yes No - Yes No 

at-grade 

(B-CSX Design 
Option) 

Yes Yes No Yes No 

aerial Yes No - Yes No 

Ferry Service 
Alternative 

at-grade Yes - - No No 

Streetcar Service 
Alternative 

at-grade Yes - - No No 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
Preferred 
Alternative  

(Build Alternative B 
Option 2 

Construction 
Access) 

at-grade No Yes Yes Yes No 

 985 

6.3 Feasible and Prudent Avoidance Analysis Conclusion 986 

Based on the analysis of potential avoidance alternatives, none of the alternatives considered constitutes a 987 
feasible and prudent avoidance alternative in accordance with 23 CFR Part 774. Thus, a least overall harm 988 
analysis of the three Build Alternatives, B-CSX Design Option, and the Preferred Alternative is required. This least 989 
overall harm analysis is included in Section 8.0. 990 

  991 
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Figure 6-3: Additional Alternatives Identified After EIS Scoping 992 

 993 



  Appendix D – Section 4(f) Evaluation 

June 2016  Potomac Yard Metrorail Station / Final EIS D-36 

7.0 ALL POSSIBLE PLANNING TO MINIMIZE HARM 994 

This Section 4(f) evaluation documents “measures to minimize harm” in accordance with 23 CFR 774.3(a)(2). 995 
From the initial screening of alternatives until the design of each Build Alternative, numerous modifications were 996 
made to further minimize impacts to parklands and historic sites. Measures to minimize harm to Section 4(f) 997 
resources were considered throughout the planning process and will continue during the design and construction 998 
process.  999 

Refinements were made to the preliminary construction staging area and access routes presented in the Draft 1000 
EIS for the Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative B Option 2 Construction Access). The refinements incorporate 1001 
more detailed development of construction phasing plans and efforts to reduce impacts to resources identified in 1002 
the Draft EIS. To reduce impacts to the GWMP, the extent of the Preferred Alternative construction staging area 1003 
on the GWMP property was removed except where required for direct access to build the realigned track at the 1004 
northern end of the project site. Use of GWMP property for construction staging was reduced from approximately 1005 
0.55 acre to between 0.25 and 0.42 acre.  1006 

The City of Alexandria and NPS have developed potential mitigation measures to impacts to Section 4(f) 1007 
resources in a Net Benefits Agreement as documented in the least overall harm analysis (see Section 8.0). The 1008 
efforts to minimize harm are based on refinements to the Preferred Alternative, consideration of public comment, 1009 
agency consultation, and the development of a Section 106 memorandum of agreement. During FTA’s 1010 
consideration of its decision and during final design, additional measures may be agreed on to further reduce 1011 
potential impacts on Section 4(f) resources.  1012 
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8.0 LEAST OVERALL HARM ANALYSIS 1013 

As described in Section 6.0, no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative was identified that avoids Section 4(f) 1014 
properties. Therefore, pursuant to 23 CFR 774.3(c), FTA may approve only the alternative that causes the “least 1015 
overall harm” in light of the purposes of Section 4(f). The regulations require that determining which alternative 1016 
causes the least overall harm is based upon assessing and balancing the following seven factors: 1017 

1. The ability to mitigate adverse impacts to each Section 4(f) property (including any measures that result in 1018 
benefits to the property); 1019 

2. The relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, to the protected activities, attributes, or 1020 
features that qualify each Section 4(f) property for protection; 1021 

3. The relative significance of each Section 4(f) property; 1022 
4. The views of the officials with jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) property; 1023 
5. The degree to which each alternative meets the purpose and need for the project; 1024 
6. After reasonable mitigation, the magnitude of any adverse impacts to resources not protected by Section 1025 

4(f); and, 1026 
7. Substantial differences in costs among the alternatives. 1027 

The following sections of this chapter summarize the results of an assessment of each of the three project Build 1028 
Alternatives and B-CSX Design Option evaluated in the Draft EIS and the Preferred Alternative evaluated in the 1029 
Final EIS relative to these seven factors. The assessment considers the use of six Section 4(f) resources by the 1030 
three Build Alternatives (including the Preferred Alternative) and B-CSX Design Option as described in the Draft 1031 
Section 4(f) Analysis. These Section 4(f) resources include:  1032 

 George Washington Memorial Parkway (qualifies for protection as both a park and historic resource); 1033 

 Mount Vernon Memorial Highway (qualifies for protection as both a park and historic resource); 1034 

 Parkways of the National Capital Region (qualifies for protection as a historic resource); 1035 

 Potomac Greens Park (qualifies for protection as a park); 1036 

 Greens Scenic Area easement (qualifies for protection as both a park and historic resource); and 1037 

 Rail Park (qualifies for protection as a park). 1038 

8.1 Factor 1: Ability to Mitigate Adverse Impacts to Each Section 4(f) Property 1039 

This factor requires an analysis of how the effects of each alternative can be mitigated for each of the six Section 1040 
4(f) resources. Tables 8-1 and 8-2 summarize the uses that would occur and mitigation measures that have been 1041 
proposed as a result of consultation with the officials with jurisdiction, including the City of Alexandria and NPS. 1042 
The proposed mitigation is further discussed below by Section 4(f) resource. Most adverse effects on Section 4(f) 1043 
resources by the Preferred Alternative can be mitigated. The following subsections describe the mitigation 1044 
measures that are proposed under each alternative.  1045 

8.1.1 GWMP, MVMH, and PNCR 1046 

Build Alternative A Option 1 Construction Access, Build Alternative B Option 1 Construction Access, the Preferred 1047 
Alternative (Build Alternative B Option 2 Construction Access), and Build Alternative D would use lands of the 1048 
GWMP, MVMH, and PNCR. Permanent acquisition of land varies, with Build Alternative B Option 1 Construction 1049 
Access and the Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative B Option 2 Construction Access) permanently using less 1050 
of park land than Build Alternative D. Build Alternative A Option 1 Construction Access, Build Alternative B Option 1051 
1 Construction Access, the Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative B Option 2 Construction Access), and Build 1052 
Alternative D would also use parkland of the GWMP and MVMH for temporary construction activities in the study 1053 
area before mitigation. 1054 

Build Alternative A Option 2 Construction Access and B-CSX Design Option would not require the permanent use 1055 
or temporary occupancy of the GWMP, MVMH, and PNCR. 1056 

Build Alternative A Option 1 Construction Access would require the use of 0.30 acre of parkland to provide access 1057 
for construction vehicles from the Parkway to the station location. Construction access roads for Build Alternative 1058 
A Option 1 Construction Access would require the removal of a portion of the vegetation along the GWMP. 1059 
Although the property would be replanted after construction, approximately 20-40 years of vegetative growth 1060 
would be required before the vegetation returned to the current appearance. 1061 
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Table 8-1: Uses and Potential Mitigation by Resource 1062 

Resource 
Associated 
Build Alternative 

Use Temporary 
Occupancy 

(acres) 
Potential Mitigation Permanent 

(acres) 
Temporary

(acres) 

GWMP/ 
MVMH/ 
PNCR 

Build Alternative A 
Option 1 Construction 
Access 

0.00 0.30 0.00 Permanent: 
 Develop landscape and visual screening plans 

consistent with the Vegetation Cultural Landscape 
Report. 

 Replace landscaping and park amenities impacted 
by the alternative. 

Temporary: 
 Restore temporarily disturbed areas to better than 

existing conditions through construction restoration, 
landscaping, and vegetation plans as agreed to 
with NPS. 

Build Alternative B 
Option 1 Construction 
Access 

0.16 0.78 0.00 

Preferred Alternative  
(Build Alternative B 
Option 2 Construction 
Access) 

0.16 – 0.33 0.25 – 0.42 0.00 

Build Alternative D 1.43 2.40 0.00 

Potomac 
Greens 
Park 

Build Alternative A 
Option 1 Construction 
Access 

0.71 2.30 0.00 

Permanent: 
 Replace landscaping and park amenities impacted 

by the alternative. 
Temporary: 
 Restore temporarily disturbed areas to better than 

existing conditions through construction restoration, 
landscaping, and vegetation plans as agreed to 
with NPS.  

Build Alternative A 
Option 2 Construction 
Access 

0.71 1.61 0.00 

Build Alternative B 
Option 1 Construction 
Access 

2.54 3.43 0.00 

Preferred Alternative  
(Build Alternative B 
Option 2 Construction 
Access) 

2.54 – 2.76 4.10 – 4.33 0.00 

B-CSX Design Option 0.10 0.01 0.00 

Build Alternative D 1.21 0.40 0.00 

Greens 
Scenic 
Area 
Easement 

Build Alternative A 
Option 1 Construction 
Access 

0.00 0.25 0.00 

Permanent: 
 Develop new easement agreement with NPS. 
 Develop landscape and visual screening plans 

consistent with the Vegetation Cultural Landscape 
Report. 

 Replace landscaping and park amenities impacted 
by the alternative. 

Temporary: 
 Restore temporarily disturbed areas to better than 

existing conditions through construction restoration, 
landscaping, and vegetation plans as agreed to 
with NPS.  

Build Alternative A 
Option 2 Construction 
Access 

0.00 0.13 0.00 

Build Alternative B 
Option 1 Construction 
Access 

1.71 3.09 0.00 

Preferred Alternative  
(Build Alternative B 
Option 2 Construction 
Access) 

1.71 – 1.94 2.86 – 3.09 0.00 

Build Alternative D 0.00 0.02 0.00 

Rail Park 

Build Alternative A 
(both options) 

Less than 
0.01 

0.00 1.79 Permanent: 
 Replace park amenities impacted by the 

alternative. 
Temporary: 
 Restore temporarily disturbed areas to existing 

Build Alternative B 
Option 1 Construction 
Access 

0.00 0.00 0.96 
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Resource 
Associated 
Build Alternative 

Use Temporary 
Occupancy 

(acres) 
Potential Mitigation Permanent 

(acres) 
Temporary

(acres) 
Preferred Alternative  
(Build Alternative B 
Option 2 Construction 
Access) 

0.00 0.00 4.21 

conditions through construction restoration, 
landscaping, and vegetation plans. 

B-CSX Design Option 0.00 0.0 0.96 

Build Alternative D 1.55 0.00 1.71 
  1063 

Table 8-2: Section 4(f) Resources Requiring Mitigation by Alternative 1064 

Section 4(f) Resources 
with Potential Impacts 

Alternative Requires Mitigation to Section 4(f) Resources 

Build 
Alternative A 

Option 1 
Construction 

Access 

Build 
Alternative A 

Option 2 
Construction 

Access 

Build 
Alternative B 

Option 1 
Construction 

Access 

Preferred 
Alternative 

(Build 
Alternative B 

Option 2 
Construction 

Access) 

B-CSX 
Design 
Option 

Build 
Alternative D 

GWMP Yes No Yes Yes No Yes 

MVMH Yes No Yes Yes No Yes 

PNCR Yes No Yes Yes No Yes 

Potomac Greens Park Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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Mitigation 

6 3 6 6 2 6 

Build Alternative B Option 1 Construction Access would require the permanent use of a portion of parkland (0.16 1065 
acre) of the GWMP for the realigned track alignment. The use of 0.78 acre of parkland for temporary construction 1066 
activities is necessary to provide access for construction vehicles from the Parkway to the station location. 1067 
Although the property would be replanted after construction, approximately 20-40 years of vegetative growth 1068 
would be required before the vegetation returned to the current appearance. The Preferred Alternative (Build 1069 
Alternative B Option 2 Construction Access) would require the permanent use of a portion of parkland (0.16 to 1070 
0.33 acre) of the GWMP for the realigned track alignment. The use of 0.25 to 0.42 acre of parkland for temporary 1071 
construction activities is necessary to provide access for construction staging. Construction staging would remove 1072 
much of the vegetation that currently provides a visual barrier between the GWMP and the proposed location of 1073 
the Metrorail station for Build Alternative B.  1074 

Refinements were made to the preliminary construction staging area and access routes presented in the Draft 1075 
EIS for the Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative B Option 2 Construction Access). The refinements incorporate 1076 
more detailed development of construction phasing plans and efforts to reduce impacts to resources identified in 1077 
the Draft EIS. To reduce impacts to the GWMP, the extent of the Preferred Alternative construction staging area 1078 
on the GWMP property was removed except where required for direct access to build the realigned track at the 1079 
northern end of the project site. Use of GWMP property for construction staging was reduced from approximately 1080 
0.55 acre to between 0.25 and 0.42 acre.  1081 

Build Alternative D would require the permanent use of 1.43 acres of parkland of the GWMP for the realigned 1082 
track alignment. Permanent use includes both aerial and physical impacts required for reconnection to the 1083 
existing track alignment. The use of 2.40 acres of parkland for Build Alternative D for temporary construction 1084 
activities is necessary to provide access for construction vehicles from the Parkway to the station location. 1085 
Although the property would be vegetated after construction, approximately 20-40 years of vegetative growth 1086 
would be required before the vegetation returned to the current appearance. Construction staging for Build 1087 
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Alternative D would require the removal of a portion of the vegetation along the GWMP, most notably in the 1088 
vicinity of Four Mile Run. 1089 

For Build Alternative A (both construction access options), Build Alternative B Option 1 Construction Access, the 1090 
Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative B Option 2 Construction Access), and Build Alternative D, construction of 1091 
temporary access roads would require removal of trees and other vegetation that were planted as part of the 1092 
original design of the GWMP. The vegetation was planted in an effort to perpetuate a scenic quality and 1093 
contemplative experience and to screen objectionable views to Potomac Yard. Removal of the vegetation would 1094 
also expose visual elements to the property’s setting that contribute to its historic significance. As the first 1095 
parkway built and maintained by the U.S. government, the MVMH is nationally significant. Linking George 1096 
Washington’s former home, Mount Vernon in Fairfax County with the Arlington Memorial Bridge, the 15.2-mile 1097 
segment was designed and landscaped to maximize scenic, aesthetic and commemorative qualities. The larger 1098 
GWMP, which includes the MVMH, also serves as a memorial to George Washington, as the Parkway was 1099 
conceived as a route between his home at Mount Vernon and the Potowmack Canal in Great Falls, Virginia. The 1100 
PNCR, which includes both the MVMH and GWMP, is a collection of landscaped parkways that serve as a link 1101 
among the parks, monuments, and suburbs of the national capital region. The parkways remain vital components 1102 
of the regional transportation arteries and contribute to the historic symbolism and design of the nation’s capital.  1103 

For the three Build Alternatives (including the Preferred Alternative), removal of vegetation would expose visual 1104 
elements into the property’s setting. B-CSX Design Option does not require the removal of vegetation along the 1105 
GWMP. The gap in vegetation created by the access roads and construction clearing would open up views to the 1106 
proposed Potomac Yard Metrorail Station, Metrorail tracks, and the Potomac Yard Shopping Center that may last 1107 
20-40 years until the area is re-vegetated with trees of similar maturity. While the rail yard is no longer existent, 1108 
removing the trees at this location would expose views to the west that were never intended as part of the design. 1109 
These views would not perpetuate a scenic quality and contemplative experience for travelers, an important 1110 
characteristic of the parkway experience. Additionally, the western viewshed of the GWMP (towards Potomac 1111 
Yard) has been altered over time and will continue to be changed independently of the Metrorail station by 1112 
increased urban development as identified in Section 3.8 Visual Resources of the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station 1113 
Draft EIS Volume I.  1114 

Minimization measures such as vegetation planting and building design would help minimize visual effects to the 1115 
GWMP, but are not anticipated to fully mitigate effects. Vegetation, especially trees, would be added and restored 1116 
to the GWMP, in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties. 1117 
Mitigation would reflect the core design principles of the GWMP as documented in the Mount Vernon Memorial 1118 
Highway Cultural Landscape Report, Vol. I, p. 72-74 (NPS, 1987). Adding new landscaping to Potomac Greens 1119 
Park and the Greens Scenic Area easement would provide a visual buffer to the proposed station. Landscape 1120 
mitigation measures would be consistent with the terms of the scenic easement, as well as provide potential 1121 
mitigation for impacts to the easement. The minor viewshed effects to the GWMP are not so severe that they 1122 
substantially impact the protected activities (recreational driving), features, or attributes of the contributing 1123 
resources to the GWMP. 1124 

Several preliminary measures were proposed to mitigate permanent and temporary uses of the GWMP and 1125 
Mount Vernon Memorial Trail for Build Alternatives B and D in the Draft EIS. The project will develop landscape 1126 
and visual screening plans consistent with the Vegetation Cultural Landscape Report and the U.S. Department of 1127 
Agriculture, Bureau of Public Roads, Plan for Development, Mount Vernon Memorial Highway, Washington, DC to 1128 
Mount Vernon, VA. (1930). The project will also replace any park amenities and landscaping that are removed or 1129 
displaced due to any permanent use by following a new landscaping planting strategy that is consistent with the 1130 
historic character and design principles of the GWMP, as documented in the Mount Vernon Memorial Highway 1131 
Cultural Landscape Report, Vol. I, p. 72-74 (NPS, 1987). The planting strategy ideally will utilize native plant and 1132 
tree species described and used for the MVMH construction in the 1930s, while removing non-native invasive 1133 
species along the Parkway. Vegetation, especially trees, would be added and restored to the GWMP, in 1134 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties. Vegetative 1135 
screening would require approximately 20-40 years of regrowth to be re-established similar to its current state. 1136 
Conversely, some vegetation along the GWMP within the study area could be thinned or removed to improve and 1137 
restore important views east toward the Potomac River identified in the Vegetation of the George Washington 1138 
Memorial Parkway Cultural Landscape Report (2009). Additional vegetation could be planted to provide a visual 1139 
buffer between the GWMP and the project. 1140 

Temporary construction impact mitigation efforts include the restoration of disturbed areas to prior conditions 1141 
through construction restoration, landscaping, and vegetation plans as agreed to with NPS. Mitigation would 1142 
include restoration of parkland temporarily used for construction activities to a condition equal to or better than 1143 
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current and planned conditions. The potential mitigation measures if implemented would mitigate the effects to the 1144 
park under all alternatives. For Build Alternatives that require construction access from the GWMP, a construction 1145 
access permit is required. As described in previous sections, commercial vehicles are prohibited from the GWMP, 1146 
with limited exceptions, under NPS Management Policies 2006 (9.2.1.2.1) and Federal regulations (36 CFR 5.6). 1147 
NPS has stated that it would not issue a permit for construction access for the project from the GWMP because 1148 
construction access would impact park natural and cultural resources and visitor use and enjoyment of those 1149 
resources. The Preferred Alternative would not require construction access from the GWMP. 1150 

For the Preferred Alternative, the ability to mitigate impacts to the GWMP and MVMH are based on measures that 1151 
would be implemented as part of the Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and Net Benefits 1152 
Agreement between the City of Alexandria and NPS. To mitigate adverse effects to cultural resources, the draft 1153 
MOA includes the following measures: 1154 

 Ongoing consultation among FTA, the City of Alexandria, WMATA, NPS, VDHR, and the consulting 1155 
parties during the design and construction phases of the project. 1156 

 Implementation of Construction Protection Plans (CPP) to avoid project-related construction damage to 1157 
any known or unknown built historic property; 1158 

 Land exchange for permanently impacted areas of the GWMP and Greens Scenic Area easement; 1159 

 Design review of prominent elements of the station; 1160 

 Completion of a current conditions landscape plan for the area of vegetation removal within the GWMP; 1161 
and  1162 

 Restoration of vegetative screening along the western side of the MVMH and GWMP per the 2009 1163 
Cultural Landscape Report. 1164 

To mitigate the loss of GWMP parkland and easement land and impacts to NPS cultural and natural resources, the 1165 
City of Alexandria and NPS have agreed on a draft package of mitigations that would ensure a net benefit to the 1166 
GWMP. Summarizing the mitigations, the City of Alexandria will: 1167 

 Convey land to the United States in fee for permanently impacted areas of the GWMP and Greens Scenic 1168 
Area easement. The United States will convey to the City of Alexandria in fee approximately 0.16 acres of 1169 
land within the GWMP, and it will release its easement over approximately 1.71 acres of the Greens 1170 
Scenic Area easement to the extent needed for the construction of the station. The terms of the United 1171 
States easement over 6.32 acres of the Greens Scenic Area easement will remain unchanged. The City 1172 
will convey to the United States, in fee, the remaining 7.24 acres of the Greens Scenic Area easement, 1173 
unless Environmental Site Assessments to be conducted in accordance with the Net Benefits Agreement 1174 
determine that such land is contaminated and unable to be accepted by NPS, in which case a parcel or 1175 
parcels of equal appraised fair market value mutually agreeable to the City and NPS will be exchanged. 1176 
Within 120 days of execution of the ROD by FTA and the ROD by NPS, assuming the decisions in those 1177 
RODs are consistent with the Net Benefits Agreement, the City and NPS shall enter into a land exchange 1178 
agreement that will designate the specific parcels to be exchanged, and provide the terms, conditions, 1179 
and process by which the land exchange shall occur;  1180 

 Impose limitations on height and other restrictions on items such as materials, signage, and lighting on 1181 
portions of North Potomac Yard adjacent to the GWMP via ordinance. In addition, the City of Alexandria 1182 
will seek an agreement, if possible, with the property owner to establish the restrictions on heights, 1183 
signage and lighting as legally binding covenants or easements; 1184 

 Work to ensure that the design of the Potomac Yard Metro Station and related landscaping, including 1185 
planting, plant selection and berms, will be done in a manner that mitigates the visual impact of the 1186 
station on the GWMP and includes NPS as a participant in the design process; 1187 

 Work with WMATA to develop a design-build process that enables a higher level of City of Alexandria 1188 
involvement with specific high-visibility elements of the station, and incorporates NPS participation into 1189 
this process; 1190 

 In cooperation with WMATA, develop potential alternative construction staging locations that minimize or 1191 
avoid the use of the GWMP to the extent reasonably practicable (refinements have been included in the 1192 
design of the Preferred Alternative for the Final EIS); 1193 
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 Provide a total of $12 million for the NPS Impact Fund Account, which was established by the July 10, 1194 
2015, Memorandum of Agreement between the National Park Service and The Conservation Fund. The 1195 
funds will be used to fund appropriate compensatory mitigation projects to minimize or offset the 1196 
unavoidable impacts of the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station project on natural and cultural resources 1197 
within the GWMP. The funds shall be used and distributed in amounts outlined in the agreement for the 1198 
following projects: 1199 

o Preparation of a stormwater management plan for Daingerfield Island and the adjacent section of 1200 
the GWMP, where there is a known stormwater issue; 1201 

o Implementation of the stormwater management plan described above for Daingerfield Island and 1202 
the adjacent section of GWMP, with a maximum project area of approximately 45 acres; 1203 

o Preparation of a Daingerfield Island Master Plan, which will address improvements to visitor 1204 
services, facilities, recreation, and park amenities; 1205 

o Implementation of the recommendations of the Daingerfield Island Master Plan referenced herein; 1206 

o Implementation of repairs and improvements to the Mount Vernon Trail within the City of 1207 
Alexandria; 1208 

o Vegetation survey for the south section of the GWMP (from Four Mile Run to Mount Vernon) to 1209 
evaluate the number, type, size, age, and health of the existing vegetation; 1210 

o Preparation of a GWMP Facility Management plan that will include a drainage plan; and 1211 

o Reservation of a portion of the funds to contribute to all or some of the following projects (as 1212 
determined by NPS):  1213 

 Preparation of an updated NRHP nomination for the MVMH;  1214 

 Preparation of a Cultural Landscape Report for the GWMP south of Alexandria to include 1215 
treatment recommendations;  1216 

 Implementation of treatment recommendations based on the findings of the Cultural 1217 
Landscape Report for the GWMP (Virginia Tech, 2009) and the Cultural Landscape 1218 
Report for GWMP south of Alexandria;  1219 

 Invasive plant management, restoration planting, and monitoring efforts for GWMP within 1220 
the vicinity of the project area and south of Alexandria;  1221 

 Preparation of an Archeological Overview and Assessment of the GWMP south of 1222 
Alexandria;  1223 

 Completion of a Viewshed Protection Plan to include a viewshed inventory and 1224 
assessment of the south section George Washington Memorial Parkway north and south 1225 
of Alexandria;  1226 

 Completion of a Visitor Use Survey and Visitor Use Management Plan for the entire 1227 
GWMP; and 1228 

 Preparation of a Resource Stewardship Strategy for the entire GWMP.  1229 

To minimize the impacts to visual resources, measures would be implemented as part of the Section 106 MOA 1230 
and Net Benefits Agreement between the City of Alexandria and NPS as discussed above. Relevant to visual 1231 
resources, measures that would be implemented in coordination with the Section 106 MOA requirements include: 1232 

 Develop and implement a landscape/vegetation/planting plan which will serve as a visual buffer to the 1233 
proposed station and is consistent with NPS Cultural Landscape Reports for MVMH and GWMP.  1234 

 Refine station design, building materials, and lighting fixtures to minimize impacts. 1235 
Provisions from the Net Benefits Agreement for the GWMP relevant to visual resources include:  1236 

 Impose limitations on height and other restrictions on items such as materials, signage, and lighting on 1237 
portions of North Potomac Yard adjacent to the GWMP. 1238 

 As described above, provide a total of $12 million for the NPS Impact Fund Account, to be distributed to 1239 
various projects in amounts outlined in the agreement. 1240 



  Appendix D – Section 4(f) Evaluation 

June 2016  Potomac Yard Metrorail Station / Final EIS D-43 

8.1.2 Potomac Greens Park 1241 

The three Build Alternatives (including the Preferred Alternative) and B-CSX Design Option would use Potomac 1242 
Greens Park. Permanent use of Potomac Greens Park varies by Build Alternative, with Build Alternative A using 1243 
about four percent, B-CSX using less than one percent, Build Alternative B Option 1 Construction Access using 1244 
about 12 percent, the Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative Option 2 Construction Access) using about 12 to 13 1245 
percent, and Build Alternative D using about six percent before mitigation. 1246 

The three Build Alternatives (including the Preferred Alternative) and B-CSX Design Option would temporarily 1247 
occupy portions of Potomac Greens Park. Temporary occupancy of Potomac Greens Park varies by Build 1248 
Alternative, with Build Alternative A Option 1 Construction Access temporarily occupying about 11 percent, Build 1249 
Alternative A Option 2 Construction Access temporarily occupying about eight percent, Build Alternative B Option 1250 
1 Construction Access occupying about 17 percent, the Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative Option 2 1251 
Construction Access) occupying about 20 to 21 percent, B-CSX Design Option occupying less than one tenth of a 1252 
percent, and Build Alternative D occupying about two percent before mitigation. 1253 

Build Alternative A would require the permanent use of 0.71 acre along the western boundary of the park and 1254 
would be used for the station platform and facilities. Build Alternative A Option 1 Construction Access would 1255 
require the temporary occupancy of 2.30 acres of Potomac Greens Park. Temporary occupancy of Potomac 1256 
Greens Park would be necessary to provide an access road for construction vehicles and a staging area for 1257 
construction equipment. The access road through Potomac Greens Park would be located on the western border 1258 
of the park, and would connect to entry and exit driveways along the GWMP to the station location. Construction 1259 
staging would require the removal of existing vegetation bordering the Metrorail tracks, an existing open area, 1260 
trees, a pedestrian path, and fencing of Potomac Greens Park. Build Alternative A Option 2 Construction Access 1261 
would require the temporary occupancy of 1.61 acres of Potomac Greens Park. Temporary occupancy of 1262 
Potomac Greens Park would be necessary to provide a staging area for construction equipment. Construction 1263 
staging would require the removal of existing vegetation bordering the Metrorail tracks, an existing open area, 1264 
trees, a pedestrian path, and fencing of Potomac Greens Park. 1265 

Build Alternative B Option 1 Construction Access requires the permanent use of 2.54 acres of Potomac Greens 1266 
Park to accommodate a part of the station platform and facilities, along the western boundary of the park. 1267 
Temporary occupancy of Potomac Greens Park would be necessary to provide a staging area for construction 1268 
equipment. Construction of the proposed station would remove 3.43 acres of existing vegetation along the 1269 
western boundary of Potomac Greens Park, including trees that provide a visual buffer to the CSXT tracks and 1270 
Potomac Yard from Potomac Greens Park. 1271 

The Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative B Option 2 Construction Access) requires the permanent use of 2.54 1272 
to 2.76 acres of Potomac Greens Park to accommodate a part of the station platform and facilities, along the 1273 
western boundary of the park. Temporary occupancy of Potomac Greens Park would be necessary to provide a 1274 
staging area for construction equipment. Under the Preferred Alternative, construction of the proposed station 1275 
would remove 4.10 to 4.33 acres of existing vegetation along the western boundary of Potomac Greens Park, 1276 
including trees that provide a visual buffer to the CSXT tracks and Potomac Yard from Potomac Greens Park. To 1277 
ensure safe conditions along the construction access route from the northern end of Potomac Greens 1278 
neighborhood into Potomac Greens Park, the project proposes temporarily relocating or closing the park’s 1279 
playground, the boardwalk trail, and northern end of the Carpenter Road trail for the duration of construction. 1280 

B-CSX Design Option would require the permanent use of 0.10 acre along the western boundary of Potomac 1281 
Greens Park and would be used for the realigned WMATA track. Construction staging would require the removal 1282 
of existing vegetation bordering the Metrorail tracks, trees, and fencing of Potomac Greens Park totaling 0.10 1283 
acre. 1284 

Build Alternative D requires the permanent use of 1.21 acres of Potomac Greens Park to accommodate the new 1285 
aerial track configuration, mainly on the western boundary of the park, including parkland between the existing 1286 
track alignment and Potomac Greens Drive. A portion of the pedestrian bridges would be located within the park 1287 
boundaries. Construction of the proposed station would remove 0.40 acre of existing vegetation along the western 1288 
boundary of Potomac Greens Park, including trees that provide a visual buffer to the CSXT tracks and Potomac 1289 
Yard from Potomac Greens Park.  1290 

The three Build Alternatives (including the Preferred Alternative) and B-CSX Design Option would impact views 1291 
from Potomac Greens Park due to the introduction of new visual elements and removal of vegetation for 1292 
construction access and staging areas. New visual elements include the stations and pedestrian bridges for all 1293 
Build Alternatives, the Preferred Alternative, B-CSX Design Option, and the elevated track and structures required 1294 
for Build Alternative D.  1295 
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Several potential measures are proposed to mitigate permanent and temporary uses to Potomac Greens Park. 1296 
The permanent use of Potomac Greens Park would be mitigated by redesigning park facilities as necessary in 1297 
conjunction with the replacement of park infrastructure. Alterations to Potomac Greens Park would require an 1298 
amendment to its respective DSUP. Since the Greens Scenic Area easement is located within Potomac Greens 1299 
Park, the City of Alexandria and NPS would develop landscape and visual screening plans consistent with the 1300 
Vegetation Cultural Landscape Report. The project would also replace any park amenities and landscaping that 1301 
are removed or displaced due to any permanent use by following a new landscaping planting strategy that is 1302 
consistent with the historic character and design principles of the GWMP, as documented in the Mount Vernon 1303 
Memorial Highway Cultural Landscape Report, Vol. I, p. 72-74 (NPS, 1987). Adding new landscaping to Potomac 1304 
Greens Park would provide a visual buffer to the proposed station. Landscape mitigation measures would be 1305 
consistent with the terms of the scenic easement, as well as provide potential mitigation for impacts to the 1306 
easement. Additional efforts include the restoration of disturbed areas to prior conditions through construction 1307 
restoration, landscaping, and vegetation plans.  1308 

The ability to mitigate impacts to the Potomac Greens Park is based on consultation with the officials with 1309 
jurisdiction over the resource.  1310 

8.1.3 Greens Scenic Area Easement 1311 

Build Alternative B (including the Preferred Alternative) would require the permanent use of the Greens Scenic 1312 
Area easement for the realigned track. Build Alternative B Option 1 Construction Access would use about 11 1313 
percent and the Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative B Option 2 Construction Access) would use about 11 to 1314 
13 percent. Build Alternatives A and D and B-CSX Design Option would not require any permanent use of the 1315 
easement. 1316 

The three Build Alternatives (including the Preferred Alternative) would use portions of the Greens Scenic Area 1317 
easement for temporary construction activities. Uses of the Greens Scenic Area easement varies by Build 1318 
Alternative, with Build Alternatives A (both options) and D temporarily occupying about one percent and Build 1319 
Alternative B (both options, including the Preferred Alternative) occupying up to about 20 percent before 1320 
mitigation. B-CSX Design Option would not use the easement. 1321 

Build Alternative A would not require the permanent use of the Greens Scenic Area easement. Build Alternative A 1322 
Option 1 Construction Access would require the use of 0.25 acre of the Green Scenic Area easement. Use 1323 
related to construction activities of the Greens Scenic Area easement would be necessary to provide an access 1324 
road for construction vehicles and a staging area for construction equipment. The access road through Greens 1325 
Scenic Area easement would be located on the western border of the easement, and would connect to entry and 1326 
exit driveways along the GWMP to the station location. Construction staging would require the removal of existing 1327 
vegetation bordering the Metrorail tracks, an existing open area, trees, a pedestrian path, and fencing of the 1328 
Greens Scenic Area easement. Build Alternative A Option 2 Construction Access would require the use of 0.13 1329 
acre of the Green Scenic Area easement for temporary construction activities. Use of the Greens Scenic Area 1330 
easement would be necessary to provide a staging area for construction equipment. Construction staging would 1331 
require the removal of existing vegetation bordering the Metrorail tracks, an existing open area, trees, a 1332 
pedestrian path, and fencing of the Greens Scenic Area easement.  1333 

Build Alternative B Option 1 Construction Access requires the permanent use of 1.71 acres of the Greens Scenic 1334 
Area easement to accommodate a part of the station platform and facilities, along the western boundary of the 1335 
easement. Use of the Greens Scenic Area easement would also be necessary to provide a staging area for 1336 
construction equipment. Construction would require the removal of trees from 3.09 acres of the Greens Scenic 1337 
Area easement that are intended to protect views from the GWMP. 1338 

The Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative B Option 2 Construction Access) requires the permanent use of 1.71 1339 
to 1.94 acres of the Greens Scenic Area easement to accommodate a part of the station platform and facilities, 1340 
along the western boundary of the easement. Use of the Greens Scenic Area easement for temporary 1341 
construction activities would be necessary to provide a staging area for construction equipment. Construction 1342 
would require the removal of trees from 2.86 to 3.09 acres of the Greens Scenic Area easement that are intended 1343 
to protect views from the GWMP. 1344 

B-CSX Design Option would not require the permanent use or temporary occupancy of the Greens Scenic Area 1345 
easement. 1346 

Build Alternative D would not require the permanent use of the Greens Scenic Area easement. Construction of 1347 
the proposed station would use 0.02 acre of the Greens Scenic Area easement, including trees that provide a 1348 
visual buffer to the CSXT tracks and Potomac Yard from Potomac Greens Park.  1349 
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Several potential measures are proposed to mitigate uses and temporary construction activities to the Greens 1350 
Scenic Area easement. Since Build Alternative B, including the Preferred Alternative, requires the permanent use 1351 
of the Greens Scenic Area easement administrated by NPS, the use of the easement requires a  new  easement 1352 
by NPS, which would require equal value exchange in property or interest in property as required by Federal law 1353 
mitigation (54 U.S.C. 102901). The project would also replace any park amenities and landscaping that are 1354 
removed or displaced due to any permanent use by following a new landscaping planting strategy that is 1355 
consistent with the historic character and design principles of the GWMP, as documented in the Mount Vernon 1356 
Memorial Highway Cultural Landscape Report, Vol. I, p. 72-74 (NPS, 1987). Adding new landscaping to the 1357 
Greens Scenic Area easement would provide a visual buffer to the proposed station. Landscape mitigation 1358 
measures would be reviewed and approved by NPS. 1359 

Temporary construction mitigation efforts for Build Alternatives A, Build Alternative B Option 1 Construction 1360 
Access, the Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative B Option 2 Construction Access), and Build Alternative D 1361 
require a construction permit as agreed to with NPS. Additional efforts include the restoration of disturbed areas 1362 
to prior conditions through construction restoration, landscaping, and vegetation plans as agreed to with NPS.  1363 

For the Preferred Alternative, the ability to mitigate impacts to the Greens Scenic Area easement is based on 1364 
measures that would be implemented as part of the Net Benefits Agreement between the City of Alexandria and 1365 
NPS and ongoing consultation with the City of Alexandria and NPS during the design process. 1366 

8.1.4 Rail Park 1367 

The three Build Alternatives (including the Preferred Alternative) and B-CSX Design Option would impact the 1368 
planned Rail Park. Permanent use of the planned Rail Park varies by Build Alternative, with Build Alternative A 1369 
(both options) permanently using less than one-hundredth of a percent and Build Alternative D using about 37 1370 
percent of the park before mitigation. Build Alternative B Option 1 Construction Access, the Preferred Alternative 1371 
(Build Alternative B Option 2 Construction Access), Build Alternative B (both options) and B-CSX Design Option 1372 
would not have any permanent use of the planned Rail Park. The three Build Alternatives (including the Preferred 1373 
Alternative) and B-CSX Design Option would also temporarily occupy the planned Rail Park, with Build 1374 
Alternatives A and D each temporarily occupying about forty percent of the park, the Preferred Alternative (Build 1375 
Alternative B Option 2 Construction Access) temporarily occupying about 100 percent of the park, and Build 1376 
Alternative B Option 1 Construction Access and B-CSX Design Option each temporarily occupying about 23 1377 
percent of the park before mitigation. 1378 

Build Alternative A requires the permanent use of less than 0.01 acre of the planned Rail Park along the northern 1379 
boundary of the park just outside the Metrorail Reservation easement, which is necessary to maintain a 20-foot 1380 
setback from the station facilities. Build Alternative D requires the permanent use of 1.55 acres of parkland along 1381 
the eastern boundary, which is necessary to accommodate aerial structures for the new track alignment. Build 1382 
Alternative A would also require the removal of 1.79 acres and Build Alternative D would require the removal of 1383 
1.71 acres of vegetation to accommodate construction staging. Build Alternative B Option 1 Construction Access 1384 
would require the removal of 0.96 acre of vegetation for construction access and staging. The Preferred 1385 
Alternative would temporarily occupy 4.21 acres of the planned Rail Park to accommodate construction 1386 
contracting offices at this location rather than at the northern end of the Potomac Greens neighborhood, thereby 1387 
reducing vehicular traffic along Potomac Greens Drive by construction employees. Construction access and 1388 
staging would require the removal of the existing vegetation and ground leveling of the site for use as a 1389 
construction staging area. B-CSX Design Option would require the removal of 0.96 acre of vegetation for 1390 
construction access and staging. 1391 

Several measures are proposed to mitigate permanent and temporary uses of the planned Rail Park. Permanent 1392 
use mitigation measures would include replacing any park amenities that were removed or displaced due to any 1393 
permanent use. Temporary construction mitigation efforts would include restoring disturbed areas to existing 1394 
conditions through construction restoration, landscaping, and vegetation plans as agreed to with the City of 1395 
Alexandria.  1396 

The ability to mitigate all impacts to the planned Rail Park is a result of consultation with the official with 1397 
jurisdiction, the City of Alexandria. It should also be noted that the City of Alexandria has stated that the planned 1398 
Rail Park would likely not be constructed until after the completion of the project. 1399 

8.1.5 Factor 1 Conclusion 1400 

Most, but not all impacts to Section 4(f) resources could be effectively mitigated under most alternatives. The 1401 
principal impacts that could not be fully mitigated would be impacts to the GWMP, MVMH, and PNCR for Build 1402 
Alternatives A Option 1 Construction Access, Build Alternative B Option 1, Construction Access, and Build 1403 
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Alternative D, because these alternatives would require construction access from the GWMP and a net benefits 1404 
agreement between NPS and the City of Alexandria has not been reached for these alternatives to mitigate their 1405 
impacts. 1406 

Adverse impacts to Section 4(f) resources can be effectively mitigated under the Preferred Alternative as a result 1407 
of a Net Benefits Agreement between the City of Alexandria and NPS. In addition to mitigation, there would be net 1408 
benefits to Section 4(f) resources from the Preferred Alternative described in Section 8.1.1. 1409 

8.2 Factor 2: Relative Severity of the Remaining Harm after Mitigation 1410 

Factor 2 analyzes the severity of the remaining harm to each Section 4(f) resource after measures to avoid, 1411 
minimize, and mitigate would be implemented. Where all uses to a particular Section 4(f) resource can effectively 1412 
be mitigated, the absence of remaining harm is a key consideration. Where uses that cannot be mitigated are 1413 
proposed, a determination is required of whether the impacts are significant within the context of the purpose, 1414 
goals, plans, and other resource management objectives for the particular Section 4(f) resource. All uses are not 1415 
treated alike and are evaluated in this analysis within the context of each resource for each alternative.  1416 

8.2.1 GWMP, MVMH, and PNCR 1417 

Mitigation measures are proposed to mitigate the impact to the uses of the GWMP, MVMH, and PNCR as 1418 
described in Section 8.1.1. Most impacts to the GWMP, MVMH, and PNCR would be fully mitigated; however, 1419 
the Build Alternatives would result in some lasting visual impacts on the GWMP and MVMH even after mitigation 1420 
through station design refinements and landscaping. Mitigation measures proposed for the Preferred Alternative 1421 
would result in a net benefit to the GWMP, MVMH, and PNCR. Measures include removal of invasive species that 1422 
impair the vegetated landscape along the Parkway, improvements to Daingerfield Island in Alexandria and the 1423 
nearby Mount Vernon Trail, which are used extensively by City residents, as well as measures to enhance the 1424 
experience of Parkway users such as eliminated stormwater ponding in the median of the GWMP and additional 1425 
landscaping between the station and the GWMP roadway. The ability to mitigate impacts to the GWMP and 1426 
MVMH are based on measures that would be implemented as part of the Section 106 Memorandum of 1427 
Agreement (MOA) and Net Benefits Agreement between the City of Alexandria and NPS.  1428 

8.2.2 Potomac Greens Park  1429 

Mitigation measures are proposed to mitigate permanent and temporary uses of Potomac Greens Park as 1430 
described in Section 8.1.2. Under the Preferred Alternative, all impacts to Potomac Greens Park would be fully 1431 
mitigated and result in no remaining harm, except for the visual resource impact. The ability to mitigate impacts to 1432 
the Potomac Greens Park is based on measures that would be implemented by the City of Alexandria through its 1433 
DSUP process as well as with NPS through the Net Benefits agreement for the portions of the park within the 1434 
Greens Scenic Area easement.  1435 

8.2.3 Greens Scenic Area Easement 1436 

Mitigation measures are proposed to mitigate uses of the Greens Scenic Area easement as described in Section 1437 
8.1.3. Under the Preferred Alternative, impacts to the Greens Scenic Area easement would be mitigated as 1438 
specified in the Net Benefits Agreement between the City of Alexandria and NPS.  1439 

8.2.4 Rail Park 1440 

Mitigation measures are proposed to mitigate the temporary occupancy of the planned Rail Park as described in 1441 
Section 8.1.4. All impacts to the planned Rail Park would be fully mitigated and result in no remaining harm. The 1442 
ability to mitigate impacts to the planned Rail Park is based on consultation with the official with jurisdiction, the 1443 
City of Alexandria.  1444 

8.2.5 Factor 2 Conclusion 1445 

After mitigation, there would be remaining visual impacts on the GWMP, MVMH, PNCR, and the Potomac Greens 1446 
neighborhood related to vegetation removal for the construction of project facilities from the three Build 1447 
Alternatives (including the Preferred Alternative) and B-CSX Design Option. Other than the visual impacts, the 1448 
three Build Alternatives (including the Preferred Alternative) and B-CSX Design Option would result in no 1449 
remaining harm to other Section 4(f) resources. The Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative B Option 2 1450 
Construction Access) would result in a net benefit to the GWMP, MVMH, PNCR, and Greens Scenic Area 1451 
easement.  1452 
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8.3 Factor 3: Relative Significance of Each Section 4(f) Property 1453 

This factor does not address the use of each Section 4(f) resource but rather is intended to help assess whether 1454 
certain Section 4(f) resources are of greater significance than others. This analysis is necessarily qualitative and 1455 
requires an element of judgment, since it requires comparing unlike resources and their relative and comparative 1456 
value to the community. 1457 

Understanding how the City of Alexandria and NPS value their respective resources is useful for this analysis. 1458 
Each resource that would potentially be affected by the project has a unique function and value. While the City of 1459 
Alexandria, Arlington County, and NPS have formally indicated each affected park is significant (and therefore 1460 
eligible for protection under Section 4(f)), the relative significance of each resource is not the same. 1461 

8.3.1 George Washington Memorial Parkway  1462 

As described in detail in Section 4.1.2, the GWMP is a Section 4(f) resource of national significance. The GWMP 1463 
was authorized by an Act of Congress and incorporated the MVMH. The Capper-Cramton Act appropriated 1464 
Federal funds to the National Capital Park and Planning Commission for the expeditious, economical and efficient 1465 
development and completion, among other projects, the GWMP to include the shores of the Potomac, and 1466 
adjacent lands, from Mount Vernon to a point above Great Falls, VA. The Parkway is listed in the NRHP (NRHP 1467 
#95000605). The GWMP also serves as a memorial to George Washington, as the Parkway was conceived as a 1468 
route between his home at Mount Vernon and the Potowmack Canal in Great Falls, Virginia. The Parkway 1469 
provides scenic vistas, contains numerous historic and archeological resources, and “serves as a quality entryway 1470 
into Washington, D.C.” and is “an instrument of conservation and protection of scenic and recreational values.”2 1471 
The Parkway is also of a high recreational value, because it provides trail connections and numerous recreational 1472 
facilities, including the Mount Vernon Trail, Daingerfield Island, and Washington Sailing Marina. 1473 

8.3.2 Mount Vernon Memorial Highway  1474 

As described in detail in Section 4.1.1, the MVMH is a Section 4(f) resource of national significance. The MVMH 1475 
was authorized by an Act of Congress to connect Mount Vernon, the home and burial place of George 1476 
Washington, with Washington, DC. As the first parkway built and maintained by the U.S. government and the first 1477 
segment completed as part of the GWMP, the MVMH is nationally significant and is listed in the NRHP (NRHP 1478 
#81000079). The purpose of the MVMH as a commemorative pilgrimage route is its most significant historic 1479 
characteristic. Integral to its character and significance, numerous national monuments, historic sites, parks, and 1480 
other landscaped green spaces are visible along the corridor. Linking George Washington’s former home, Mount 1481 
Vernon in Fairfax County with the Arlington Memorial Bridge, the 15.2-mile MVMH segment was designed and 1482 
landscaped to maximize scenic, aesthetic and commemorative qualities. 1483 

8.3.3 Parkways of the National Capital Region 1484 

As described in detail in Section 4.2.2, the PNCR is a historic Section 4(f) resource. The PNCR, which includes 1485 
both the MVMH and GWMP, is a collection of landscaped parkways that serve as a link among the parks, 1486 
monuments, and suburbs of the national capital region. The parkways remain vital components of the regional 1487 
transportation arteries and contribute to the historic symbolism and design of the nation’s capital.  1488 

8.3.4 Potomac Greens Park  1489 

As described in Section 4.1.3, Potomac Greens Park is a locally significant park. Potomac Greens Park is of 1490 
moderate recreational value, because it provides amenities including a playground, seating area, an open grassy 1491 
area, and a wooded area with trails. Within the Potomac Greens Park boundary, the Greens Scenic Area 1492 
easement is maintained by NPS.  1493 

8.3.5 Greens Scenic Area Easement 1494 

As described in Section 4.1.4, Greens Scenic Area easement is administered by NPS. The easement prohibits 1495 
most improvements, clearing, and grading, except for uses such as light passive recreation and underground 1496 
utilities. The easement is in place to restrict development, and preserve the natural habitat and vegetation, and 1497 
thereby support the visual quality of the GWMP and the MVMH. The Greens Scenic Area easement is to 1498 
conserve and preserve the natural vegetation, topography, habitat, and other natural features existing on the 1499 
parcel. The Green Scenic Area easement is a recorded Federal land interest and runs with the land in perpetuity 1500 
for the sole benefit of the United States and successors. Due to the function of the easement, the Greens Scenic 1501 
Area easement is nationally significant in the supportive role of enhancing the Parkway. While historically not a 1502 

                                                  
2 National Park Service. April 1995. National Register of Historic Places Nomination Form, George Washington Memorial Parkway. 
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part of the MVMH or GWMP, the Greens Scenic Area easement was determined eligible for listing in the NRHP 1503 
as a contributing resource on March 17, 2015 by the Keeper of the National Register, due to its historic scenic 1504 
qualities that contribute to the original design of the roadway and its landscape. 1505 

8.3.6 Rail Park (Planned) 1506 

As described Section 4.1.5, Rail Park is a locally significant park. The park would be located between the CSXT 1507 
tracks and Metrorail tracks and has minimal access points. The recreational value for the park is low, because the 1508 
park is planned for passive open space as determined by the City. An existing Metrorail service drive will be 1509 
maintained and possibly used as vehicular service access for the park. In comparison to the other impacted 1510 
Section 4(f) resources, Rail Park has no national significance or historic value associated with the resource. 1511 

8.3.7 Factor 3 Conclusion 1512 

This factor provides insights about the relative significance of each Section 4(f) resource. The GWMP and the 1513 
MVMH are the only resources within the study area of national significance authorized by acts of Congress. The 1514 
PNCR, which includes the GWMP and MVMH, is a regionally significant historic resource. The Greens Scenic 1515 
Area easement (within Potomac Greens Park) supports the preservation of the GWMP and the MVMH and was 1516 
determined eligible for listing in the NRHP as a contributing resource to the GWMP and MVMH. The planned Rail 1517 
Park has no national significance or historic value.  1518 

8.4 Factor 4: Views of the Official(s) with Jurisdiction over Each Section 4(f) Property  1519 

The purpose of this factor is to help provide a basis for judging the relative importance of each Section 4(f) 1520 
resource and the relative significance of potential impacts to these resources based on the jurisdiction’s point of 1521 
view. Three entities have jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) resources that would be potentially affected by the 1522 
project: the City of Alexandria, NPS, and VDHR. The following analysis explains positions that these agencies 1523 
have taken with regard to the potentially affected resources providing insights on how to integrate the views of 1524 
these jurisdictions into this Section 4(f) analysis. 1525 

8.4.1 City of Alexandria 1526 

As the local project sponsor, the City of Alexandria has been intimately involved in the development of the project 1527 
in a manner that both meets the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station Project purpose and also respects the City’s 1528 
planning goals. Since the City has been deeply involved in evaluating and selecting alternatives, the City’s views 1529 
on the Preferred Alternative for the project are important because they reflect the City’s own balance of competing 1530 
needs and goals. 1531 

Build Alternative B Option 2 Construction Access as described in the Draft EIS was selected by the City of 1532 
Alexandria as the Preferred Alternative for the Potomac Yard Metrorail Project. As documented in Alexandria City 1533 
Council Resolution 2676, the council selected Build Alternative B because it regarded it the best alternative for 1534 
supporting the high-density mix of uses envisioned for North Potomac Yard, supporting adjacent communities, 1535 
and to realizing the transportation, economic development, and fiscal benefits of the project to the community.  1536 

The City Council’s decision came after review of the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station: Staff Recommendation for 1537 
the Preferred Alternative (April 24, 2015) report. The City staff’s report recommended the selection of Build 1538 
Alternative B Option 2 Construction Access, because the station would help accommodate growing transportation 1539 
demand in the Route 1 corridor and would provide additional benefits to the City and region by: 1540 

 Maximizing the number of people taking transit to and from the Potomac Yard area by providing direct 1541 
access to Metrorail; 1542 

 Removing thousands of cars from the Route 1 corridor every day; 1543 

 Enabling a mix of uses in an environment where people can walk or bike to destinations in Potomac yard 1544 
for their daily needs; 1545 

 Providing a vibrant destination for city residents with a mix of uses, including significant shopping and 1546 
public parks; and 1547 

 Strengthening and diversifying the tax base to improve the long-term economic stability of the City by 1548 
enabling additional office development within Potomac Yard. 1549 

The City Staff’s report also noted that the North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan allows the most density of 1550 
development if Build Alternative B is constructed. The Build Alternative B station would be located within ¼ mile of 1551 
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most of the development and creates the best opportunity for smart growth and a walkable, compact, urban 1552 
community. The City Staff’s report concluded that Build Alternative B best balances land use and transportation, 1553 
is consistent with city plans, and places the station in the best location to serve the largest number of potential 1554 
Metrorail riders. 1555 

It is important to note that the City Staff’s report acknowledges that the Preferred Alternative would have impacts 1556 
to Section 4(f) resources but stated that these impacts could be mitigated through a net benefits agreement with 1557 
NPS. 1558 

8.4.2 NPS 1559 

NPS is a cooperating agency due to the potential for project impacts to the GWMP and the adjacent Greens 1560 
Scenic Area easement administered by NPS. NPS has worked collaboratively with the City of Alexandria, FTA, 1561 
and WMATA throughout the environmental review process. Early in the process, NPS made it clear they had 1562 
serious concerns about the amount of disturbance to park resources proposed by construction access through a 1563 
known wetland and about the duration of closures necessary for construction vehicle use of the Parkway roadway 1564 
associated with the original Build Alternative B. Due to their early involvement, construction access options 1565 
avoiding the GWMP were developed and evaluated in the Draft EIS. 1566 

In a letter dated November 20, 2014, NPS stated that both Build Alternatives A and B were viable, provided the 1567 
City and NPS agree on appropriate mitigation measures to NPS parkland associated with Build Alternative B that 1568 
would yield in a net benefit to the GWMP. In a follow up letter dated April 20, 2015, NPS stated its belief that the 1569 
full implementation of the mitigations package described in the letter would sufficiently mitigate the loss of park 1570 
and easement land and the impacts to park resources under the Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative B Option 1571 
2 Construction Access).  1572 

It is important to note that NPS acknowledges that the Preferred Alternative would have impacts to Section 4(f) 1573 
resources but stated that most, but not all, of these impacts could be mitigated through a net benefits agreement 1574 
with the City of Alexandria.  1575 

8.4.3 VDHR 1576 

FTA has consulted with VDHR regarding historic resources throughout the environmental review process, starting 1577 
with initiating the Section 106 process in May 2012. The GWMP, MVMH, and PNCR are all listed in the NRHP, 1578 
and VDHR believes it is appropriate to preserve its existing setting and maintain the current integrity and features 1579 
that support their listing in the NRHP. FTA has determined, in consultation with VDHR and the consulting parties, 1580 
that the project would have adverse effects to the GWMP, MVMH, and PNCR. Accordingly, a draft MOA has been 1581 
prepared stipulating the appropriate mitigation measures. The MOA also describes benefits to the resources 1582 
because of measures the City of Alexandria and NPS have committed to implement.  1583 

8.4.4 Factor 4 Conclusion 1584 

With the City of Alexandria as the local project sponsor and NPS as a cooperating agency, both officials with 1585 
jurisdiction have been integral members of the project team throughout the environmental review process. The 1586 
views of these officials with jurisdiction were incorporated in evaluating and selecting alternatives and developing 1587 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for impacts to Section 4(f) resources. VDHR views the GWMP, 1588 
MVMH, and PNCR as important historic resources of national significance.  1589 

All three officials with jurisdictions acknowledge the Preferred Alternative would have impacts to Section 4(f) 1590 
resources but have determined most, but not all, of these impacts can be mitigated through measures that would 1591 
be implemented as part of the Section 106 MOA and the Net Benefits Agreement between the City of Alexandria 1592 
and NPS. 1593 

8.5 Factor 5: Degree to Which Each Build Alternative Meets Project’s Purpose and 1594 
Need 1595 

The purpose of the project is to improve local and regional transit accessibility to and from the Potomac Yard area 1596 
adjacent to the U.S. Route 1 corridor for current and future residents, employees, and businesses. 1597 

This additional access point is needed to address existing and future travel demand in the area resulting from the 1598 
City of Alexandria’s planned development of Potomac Yard, which includes a major transit-oriented, mixed-use 1599 
activity center in the vicinity of the proposed station.  1600 

To evaluate the extent to which each alternative supports the stated purpose and need, the following questions 1601 
were considered for each alternative: 1602 
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 Does the alternative improve regional transit accessibility of Potomac Yard? 1603 

 Does the alternative expand transportation choices by locating regional transit within walking distance of 1604 
residents and employees of the Potomac Yard area? Walking distance was defined as ½ mile for residents (a 1605 
10-minute walk) and ¼ mile for employees (a 5-minute walk), based on industry experience. 1606 

 Does the alternative accommodate travel demand by shifting automobile trips to transit and other non-auto 1607 
modes? Non-auto mode share is defined as the percentage of trips which are taken on foot, by bicycle, or using 1608 
transit. 1609 

 Does the alternative support the City of Alexandria’s redevelopment plans for a major mixed-use activity center 1610 
in Potomac Yard? 1611 

Table 9-3 shows the results to these questions for each alternative. Because the Preferred Alternative and the 1612 
three Build Alternatives and B-CSX Design Option from the Draft EIS are located in relatively close proximity to 1613 
each other, they often perform similarly using these measures. In addition, each alternative’s support of the 1614 
overall project’s purpose and need are further described and summarized in the following subsections. 1615 

 1616 

Table 8-3: Support for Project Purpose and Need 1617 

Evaluation Measure 
No Build 

Alternative 

Build Alternatives 
Preferred 

Alternative Alternative A 
 Alternative 

B 

B-CSX 
Design 
Option 

Alternative D 

Project Purpose: Improving regional transit accessibility  
Regional transit access to 
Potomac Yard 

No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Project Need: Providing additional transportation choices for residents and workers 
Number of residents within 
½ mile of regional transit 
station, assuming 
development in approved 
plans (2040) 

0 15,200  19,800 16,700  16,500  19,800 

Number of employees within 
¼ mile of regional transit 
station, assuming 
development in approved 
plans (2040) 

0 17,100  24,400 12,000  13,200  24,400 

Project Need: Increasing the share of transit and other non-auto trips  
Daily automobile trips shifted 
to transit, assuming 
development in approved 
plans (2040) 

Base 5,100 6,700 5,200 5,200  6,700 

Non-auto mode share for 
trips in the Potomac Yard 
area (2040) 

29% 34% 34% 34% 34% 34% 

Project Need: Supporting City of Alexandria redevelopment plans 
Total Potomac Yard 
development volume (square 
feet) permitted under 
approved plans 

9.250 million 9.250 million 
13.075 
million 

9.250 million 9.250 million 13.075 million 

Source: MWCOG Round 8.0 Cooperative Land Use Forecasts; City of Alexandria approved development volumes for Potomac Yard; and MWCOG 1618 
regional travel demand model with WMATA transit post-processor application (Version 2.3, 2012).  1619 

8.5.1 Improving Regional Transit Accessibility of the Potomac Yard Area 1620 

The Preferred Alternative and the three Build Alternatives and B-CSX Design Option from the Draft EIS all 1621 
support the purpose and need by constructing a new Metrorail station at Potomac Yard that would provide direct 1622 
access to the regional transit system. Locating a station in Potomac Yard minimizes travel times by transit to 1623 
regional destinations served by the system. Although the No Build Alternative improves connecting service to the 1624 
existing Braddock Road and Crystal City Metrorail Stations via the CCPY Transitway, the Transitway does not 1625 
provide direct regional transit service to and from Potomac Yard. 1626 
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8.5.2 Providing Additional Transportation Choices for Residents and Workers 1627 

The Preferred Alternative and the three Build Alternatives and B-CSX Design Option would serve planned 1628 
population and employment growth in the Potomac Yard area by providing an additional transportation option, 1629 
regional transit, for residents, employees, and visitors to the area. The majority of the new development within 1630 
Potomac Yard would be within walking distance of the Metrorail station under each of the Build Alternatives and 1631 
B-CSX Design Option. However, Build Alternatives B and D would be located farther north than Build Alternative 1632 
A and, therefore, would be closer to North Potomac Yard, which is where the densest development is planned 1633 
within the Potomac Yard area. Based on the maximum allowable development, the Preferred Alternative, located 1634 
in the same area as Build Alternative B, would be within walking distance of the highest number of residences, as 1635 
well as offices, shopping, and entertainment destinations. The Preferred Alternative would enable significantly 1636 
more office use with a greater percentage of the planned office area located within a ¼ mile walk of the proposed 1637 
station location. Although Build Alternative D would be located the farthest north and west, it would occupy land 1638 
that is currently planned for development, thereby reducing the development potential of North Potomac Yard and 1639 
resulting in lower levels of development within walking distance of the station. B-CSX Design Option would have a 1640 
similar location and effect on development within walking distance of the station as Build Alternative D. 1641 

8.5.3 Increasing the Share of Transit and Other Non-Auto Trips 1642 

The Preferred Alternative and Build Alternative B would reduce automobile trips with an origin or destination in 1643 
Potomac Yard by approximately 6,700 trips. Build Alternatives A and D and B-CSX Design Option would reduce 1644 
these automobile trips by approximately 5,000 daily trips. B-CSX Design Option is assumed to have a similar 1645 
diversion of auto trips to transit as Build Alternative D based on its similar location within Potomac Yard and the 1646 
associated development volume. The non-automobile mode share in Potomac Yard is projected to be 34 percent 1647 
for the Preferred Alternative as well as any of the three Build Alternatives and B-CSX Design Option from the 1648 
Draft EIS. For the No Build Alternative, the non-automobile mode share is projected to be 29 percent. 1649 

8.5.4 Supporting City of Alexandria Redevelopment Plans 1650 

In regards to estimating ridership, a constant level of development was assumed in North Potomac Yard for each 1651 
alternative (9.250 million square feet). However, as shown in Table 9-3, current City plans and zoning allow up to 1652 
13.075 million square feet of development if a station is constructed in the vicinity of the Preferred Alternative and 1653 
Build Alternative B. Under approved plans and zoning, 9.250 million square feet of development would be allowed 1654 
under Build Alternative A, Build Alternative D, or B-CSX Design Option. B-CSX Design Option would require the 1655 
use of 5 acres of land in North Potomac yard that is currently available for development. It would therefore reduce 1656 
the amount of development possible in North Potomac Yard.  1657 

8.5.5 Factor 5 Conclusion 1658 

The three Build Alternatives (including the Preferred Alternative) and B-CSX Design Option each address the 1659 
project’s overall purpose and need. The Preferred Alternative and each Build Alternative would improve the 1660 
accessibility of the Potomac Yard area and would establish a new access point to the regional Metrorail system. 1661 
The Preferred Alternative, each of the Build Alternatives and B-CSX Design Option differ in regards to the overall 1662 
number of employees and residents they would each serve and the development levels allowed under each 1663 
alternative. The Preferred Alternative would maximize the amount of development permitted in North Potomac 1664 
Yard and would accommodate the highest daily ridership among the three alternatives. Build Alternative A, Build 1665 
Alternative D, and B-CSX Design Option provide less ridership than the Preferred Alternative and less 1666 
development space than the Preferred Alternative. 1667 

8.6 Factor 6: Magnitude of Any Adverse Impacts to Resources Not Protected by 1668 
Section 4(f) After Reasonable Mitigation 1669 

This factor addresses unavoidable environmental impacts to resources not protected by Section 4(f) after 1670 
implementing mitigation measures. When mitigation is considered, there are only relatively minor differences 1671 
among the quantifiable impacts of the Preferred Alternative, the three Build Alternatives and B-CSX Design 1672 
Option. The primary unavoidable impacts that cannot be completely mitigated are related to visual resources. 1673 

8.6.1 Visual Resources 1674 

After mitigation efforts, the Preferred Alternative, all three Build Alternatives, and B-CSX Design Option would 1675 
have impacts to visual resources. For the Preferred Alternative and all three Build Alternatives, station facilities 1676 
would still be visible after landscaping and vegetation plans are implemented. 1677 
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8.6.1.1 Build Alternative A 1678 

Build Alternative A would have adverse visual effects for the existing South Potomac Yard and Potomac Greens 1679 
neighborhoods. Build Alternative A would have greater visual impacts than the other Build Alternatives and 1680 
Design Option to views from South Potomac Yard and Potomac Greens due its height and close proximity to 1681 
these neighborhoods. 1682 

8.6.1.2 Build Alternative B 1683 

The station would result in adverse effects to views from South Potomac Yard and Potomac Greens 1684 
neighborhoods due to the height of the station and pedestrian access bridges. Build Alternative B would have less 1685 
of a visual impact than Build Alternatives A and D and a greater impact than B-CSX Design Option for South 1686 
Potomac Yard and Potomac Greens due the proximity of the station to these neighborhoods. 1687 

8.6.1.3 B-CSX Design Option 1688 

The visual effects of B-CSX Design Option to the existing South Potomac Yards and Potomac Greens would be 1689 
minimal and less than the other Build Alternatives since it is located farther away from these neighborhoods. 1690 

8.6.1.4 Build Alternative D 1691 

Build Alternative D would have adverse visual effects to the existing South Potomac Yard and Potomac Greens 1692 
neighborhood due to the height of the elevated station and the elevated connecting track structures located south 1693 
of the proposed station. Build Alternative D would have less of a visual effect than Build Alternative A and a 1694 
greater visual effect than the Preferred Alternative, Build Alternative B, and B-CSX Design Option on the South 1695 
Potomac Yard and Potomac Greens neighborhoods. 1696 

8.6.1.5 Preferred Alternative  1697 

The station would result in adverse effects to views from South Potomac Yard and Potomac Greens 1698 
neighborhoods due to the height of the station and pedestrian access bridges. The Preferred Alternative would 1699 
have less of a visual impact than Build Alternatives A and D and a greater impact than B-CSX Design Option for 1700 
South Potomac Yard and Potomac Greens due the proximity of the station to these neighborhoods. 1701 

8.6.2 Wetlands 1702 

Table 8-4 summarizes permanent wetland impacts for United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), NPS, 1703 
and USACE/NPS regulated wetlands. Temporary construction impacts to USACE and NPS wetlands are 1704 
summarized in Table 8-5. The listed acreages of temporary construction impacts exclude wetland acreage that 1705 
would also be permanently displaced by the three Build Alternatives. Temporarily impacted wetlands would be 1706 
restored after construction is completed.  1707 

All three Build Alternatives would have some impacts to wetlands and Build Alternative D would impact the two 1708 
Waters of the U.S. (WOUS) identified in the northern part of the study area. B-CSX Design Option would not 1709 
impact any wetlands. Mitigation includes developing a Joint Permit Application (JPA) for both permanent and 1710 
temporary project-related wetland impacts in compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The permitting 1711 
process would be initiated with USACE, the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ), and NPS. If 1712 
wetlands are deemed tidal wetlands, the permitting process would also be initiated with the Virginia Marine 1713 
Resources Commission (VMRC). All NPS actions with the potential to have adverse impacts on wetlands must 1714 
also comply with Director’s Order 77-1. In the case where both NPS and USACE procedures apply, coordination 1715 
with the appropriate USACE office will be initiated early in the process to reduce potential duplication of effort, and 1716 
the JPA and NPS processes would be initiated at the design phase of the project. USACE will review the permit 1717 
application for the preferred alternative. Thereafter, USACE may conduct an Alternatives Analysis to determine the 1718 
Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) prior to completion of the Final EIS. 1719 
Furthermore, NPS will require a Statement of Findings with the Final EIS before the Record of Decision is signed. 1720 
The Statement of Findings will require its own public review period. 1721 

Specific wetland mitigation quantities and types would be determined through the JPA and NPS processes for 1722 
unavoidable impacts to WOUS and wetlands resulting from the Preferred Alternative. USACE, VDEQ, VMRC, and 1723 
NPS would determine mitigation measures, as part of the JPA process and NPS Director’s Order 77-1, where 1724 
appropriate. If wetland compensation is necessary, the wetland restoration proposal will meet the compensation 1725 
requirements of both the USACE and the NPS processes as well as EO 11990 for no net loss. Typical wetland 1726 
mitigation measures include on-site or off-site wetland compensation according to specified ratios of acres of 1727 
created or restored wetland to be provided for each acre of impacted wetland; ratios are based on the size and 1728 
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function of existing wetland impacted and the type of wetland compensation (on-site, off-site, fee-in-lieu) as 1729 
determined during the JPA process. 1730 

Table 8-4: Permanent Impacts to USACE and NPS Regulated Wetlands 1731 

Alternative 
USACE Regulated 
Wetlands (acres)  

USACE Other 
WOUS (acres) 

NPS Regulated 
Wetlands (acres) 

No Build 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Build Alternative A 0.02 0.00 0.02 
 Build Alternative B 1.22 0.00 1.28 

B-CSX Design Option 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Build Alternative D 0.00 0.52 0.50 

Preferred Alternative 1.22 – 1.56 0.00 1.13-1.45 
 1732 

Table 8-5: Temporary Impacts to USACE and NPS Regulated Wetlands 1733 

Alternative 
USACE Regulated 
Wetlands (acres) 

NPS Regulated Wetlands 
(acres) 

No Build 0.00 0.00 
Build Alternative A  

(Option 1 Construction Access) 
0.30 0.35 

Build Alternative A  
(Option 2 Construction Access) 

0.01 0.01 

Build Alternative B  
(Option 1 Construction Access) 

3.61 3.68 

 Build Alternative B  
(Option 2 Construction Access) 

3.54 3.47 

B-CSX Design Option 0.00 0.00 
Build Alternative D 0.41 0.48 

Preferred Alternative 2.88 – 3.22 2.92 – 3.24 

 1734 

For the Preferred Alternative, impacts to all wetlands regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers would be 1735 
mitigated through specific strategies developed in the Joint Permit Application process in accordance with the 1736 
Clean Water Act. Permanent and temporary impacts to wetlands regulated by NPS would be mitigated through 1737 
compensation for creation/reconstruction of wetland in the Dyke Marsh restoration project area at a 1:1 ratio 1738 
(acres impacted by the project / acres created or restored). Temporarily impacted NPS regulated wetlands would 1739 
be restored on-site to pre-construction conditions. 1740 

8.6.3 Factor 6 Conclusion 1741 

Regarding the factor of the magnitude of adverse impacts to non-Section 4(f) resources after reasonable 1742 
mitigation, all of the alternatives would have some unavoidable impacts to visual resources. These impacts would 1743 
be minimized with project mitigation, and these impacts are not major discriminators that would eliminate any one 1744 
alternative from consideration. 1745 

8.7 Factor 7: Substantial Differences in Costs among Alternatives  1746 

This factor compares the relative cost differences among the alternatives and determines if a substantial cost 1747 
difference exists between them. The cost of each alternative is summarized below.  1748 

8.7.1 Build Alternative A Costs 1749 

The estimated capital costs of Build Alternative A are between $127-245 million (in 2020$). The forecasted station 1750 
fund revenues to be used to pay for the new station would be adequate to fund the construction and operation of 1751 
a Metrorail station for Build Alternative A. 1752 

8.7.2 Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative B) Costs 1753 

The estimated capital costs of the Preferred Alternative are between $160-316 million (in 2020$). The forecasted 1754 
station fund revenues to be used to pay for the new station would be adequate to fund the construction and 1755 
operation of a Metrorail station for the Preferred Alternative. 1756 
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8.7.3 B-CSX Design Option Costs 1757 

The estimated capital costs of B-CSX Design Option are between $205-383 million (in 2020$). The forecasted 1758 
station fund revenues to be used to pay for the new station would be adequate to fund the construction and 1759 
operation of a Metrorail station for B-CSX Design Option. For B-CSX Design Option, the cost estimate includes 1760 
the relocation of CSXT tracks; potential costs for compensation of any CSXT penalties for delay of Amtrak and 1761 
Virginia Railway Express (VRE) operations during construction are not included. 1762 

8.7.4 Build Alternative D Costs 1763 

The estimated capital costs of Build Alternative D are between $297-581 million (in 2020$). The forecasted station 1764 
fund revenues to be used to pay for the new station would not be adequate to fund the construction and operation 1765 
of a Metrorail station for Build Alternative D. 1766 

8.7.5 Factor 7 Conclusion 1767 

Based on the cost differences listed above, Build Alternative A and the Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative B) 1768 
are within the same cost range. B-CSX Design Option and Build Alternative D have a higher cost range than Build 1769 
Alternative A and the Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative B). Costs for any CSXT penalties for delay of Amtrak 1770 
and Virginia Railway Express (VRE) operations as a result of B-CSX Design Option are currently unknown. In 1771 
regards to this factor, a substantial cost difference between the Build Alternatives does exist, with Build 1772 
Alternatives A and the Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative B) being less costly than B-CSX Design Option and 1773 
Build Alternative D.  1774 

8.8 Least Overall Harm Analysis Conclusion 1775 

Table 8-6 summarizes the relative comparison of the three Build Alternatives (including the Preferred Alternative) 1776 
and B-CSX Design Option under each of the seven factors considered in the Least Overall Harm assessment. In 1777 
making the least harm conclusion all seven factors have been considered and weighed, as required by Section 1778 
4(f) regulation.  1779 

All three officials with jurisdictions acknowledge the Preferred Alternative would have impacts to Section 4(f) 1780 
resources but have determined that most (but not all) of these impacts can be mitigated through measures that 1781 
would be implemented as part of the Section 106 MOA and the Net Benefits Agreement between the City of 1782 
Alexandria and NPS. The Preferred Alternative would also result in a net benefit to Section 4(f) resources and 1783 
City of Alexandria residents. Moreover, the Preferred Alternative would maximize the amount of development 1784 
permitted in North Potomac Yard and would accommodate the highest daily ridership among the alternatives, 1785 
thereby best meeting the project’s purpose and need. The Preferred Alternative, which is estimated to cost $268 1786 
million, has the most economic, community, and transportation benefits of all the alternatives. Taking all these 1787 
factors into account, the Preferred Alternative would cause the least overall harm in light of Section 4(f)’s 1788 
preservation purpose. 1789 

  1790 
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Table 8-6: Summary of Least Overall Harm Factors 1791 

Factor 

Build Alternative A Build Alternative B 

B-CSX Design 
Option 

Build 
Alternative D 

Option 1 
Construction 
Access 

Option 2 
Construction 
Access 

Option 1 
Construction 
Access 

Preferred 
Alternative 
(Option 2 
Construction 
Access) 

Number of 
Section 4(f) 
Resources 
Affected 

5 2 5 5 1 5 

Section 4(f) 
Resources 
Affected 

GWMP, 
MVMH, PNCR, 

Potomac 
Greens Park, 
and Greens 
Scenic Area 
easement 

Potomac 
Greens Park 
and Greens 
Scenic Area 
easement 

GWMP, 
MVMH, PNCR, 

Potomac 
Greens Park, 

Greens Scenic 
Area easement 

GWMP, 
MVMH, PNCR, 

Potomac 
Greens Park, 

Greens Scenic 
Area easement 

Potomac 
Greens Park 

GWMP, 
MVMH, PNCR, 

Potomac 
Greens Park, 
and Greens 
Scenic Area 
easement  

Factor 1: 
Ability to 
Mitigate 

Impacts fully 
mitigable, 
except for 

visual 
resources 

Impacts fully 
mitigable, 
except for 

visual 
resources 

Impacts fully 
mitigable, 
except for 

visual 
resources 

Impacts fully 
mitigable, 
except for 

visual 
resources and 
use related to 
construction of 
facilities with 
Section 4(f) 
resources 

Impacts fully 
mitigable, 
except for 

visual 
resources 

Impacts fully 
mitigable, 
except for 

visual 
resources 

Factor 2: 
Severity of 
Remaining 
Harm on 
Section 4(f) 
Resources 

Visual impacts 
would be 

minimized; 
however net 

benefits would 
not be realized. 

Visual impacts 
would be 

minimized; 
however net 

benefits would 
not be realized. 

Visual impacts 
would be 

minimized; 
however net 

benefits would 
not be realized. 

Impacts would 
be minimized 

through 
measures 

implemented 
as part of 106 
MOA and City-

NPS 
agreement, 

resulting in net 
benefits to the 

resources. 

Visual impacts 
would be 

minimized; 
however net 

benefits would 
not be realized. 

Visual impacts 
would be 

minimized; 
however net 

benefits would 
not be realized. 

Factor 3: 
Relative 
Significance of 
Section 4(f) 
Lands 

GWMP, 
MVMH, and 
PNCR most 
significant 

GWMP, 
MVMH, and 
PNCR most 
significant 

GWMP, 
MVMH, and 
PNCR most 
significant 

GWMP, 
MVMH, and 
PNCR most 
significant 

GWMP, 
MVMH, and 
PNCR most 
significant 

GWMP, 
MVMH, and 
PNCR most 
significant 

Factor 4: 
Views of the 
Officials 

NPS stated 
construction 
access from 
the GWMP 

would not be 
permitted. 

City of 
Alexandria 
stated this 
alternative 

would impact 
the existing 

Potomac Yard 
Park more than 

NPS stated this 
alternative 
would be 
viable.  

City of 
Alexandria 
stated this 
alternative 

would impact 
the existing 

Potomac Yard 
Park more than 

the other 
alternatives. 

NPS stated 
construction 
access from 
the GWMP 

would not be 
permitted 

City of 
Alexandria 

selected this as 
the Preferred 
Alternative; 
Discussions 
are ongoing 

with NPS and 
VDHR 

regarding 
mitigation 

measures that 
would be 

implemented 
as part of the 

Due to other 
factors such as 
cost, relocating 

CSXT tracks 
(which CSXT 

has not agreed 
to),3 year delay 

in project 
schedule, 

displacement 
of a business, 
impact to rail 

operations, and 
the reduction in 

available 

The City of 
Alexandria 
stated the 
elevated 
guideway 

would 
negatively 

affect views 
from the 

GWMP and 
would reduce 
functionality of 
Potomac Yard 

Park 
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Factor 

Build Alternative A Build Alternative B 

B-CSX Design 
Option 

Build 
Alternative D 

Option 1 
Construction 
Access 

Option 2 
Construction 
Access 

Option 1 
Construction 
Access 

Preferred 
Alternative 
(Option 2 
Construction 
Access) 

the other 
alternatives 

Section 106 
MOA and Net 

Benefits 
Agreement 
between the 

City and NPS. 

developable 
land, the City 
of Alexandria 
opposed this 

option 

Factor 5: 
Ability to Meet 
Purpose and 
Need 

Addresses 
both aspects of 

the project’s 
purpose and 
need; less 

ridership and 
development 

than 
Alternative B 

Addresses 
both aspects of 

the project’s 
purpose and 
need; less 

ridership and 
development 

than 
Alternative B 

Addresses 
both aspects of 

the project’s 
purpose and 

need; 
maximizes 

ridership and 
development 

Addresses 
both aspects of 

the project’s 
purpose and 

need; 
maximizes 

ridership and 
development 

Addresses 
both aspects of 

the project’s 
purpose and 
need; less 

ridership and 
development 

than 
Alternative B 

Addresses 
both aspects of 

the project’s 
purpose and 
need; less 

ridership and 
development 

than 
Alternative B 

Factor 
6:Magnitude of 
Impacts on 
non-Section 
4(f) Resources 

Adverse 
impacts on 

visual 
resources and 

wetlands 

Adverse 
impacts on 

visual 
resources and 

wetlands 

Adverse 
impacts on 

visual 
resources and 

wetlands 

Adverse 
impacts on 

visual 
resources and 

wetlands 

Adverse 
impacts on 

visual 
resources 

Adverse 
impacts on 

visual 
resources, 

wetlands, and 
WOUS 

Factor 7: 
Substantial 
Difference in 
Cost 

Within lower 
cost range 
($127-245 

million) 

Within lower 
cost range 
($127-245 

million) 

Within lower 
cost range 
($160-316 

million) 

Within lower 
cost range 
($160-316 

million) 

Within higher 
cost range 
($205-383 

million); 
unknown 

CSXT penalty 
costs 

Higher cost 
range  

($297-581); 
results in 
shortfall 
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9.0 COORDINATION AND CONSULTATION 1793 

The lead Federal agency, project sponsor, and cooperating and participating agencies all have defined 1794 
opportunities for meaningful participation in the decision-making process for the project, including review and 1795 
comment on the Section 4(f) evaluation These activities are outlined in Table 9-1. 1796 

FTA is the lead Federal agency and the City of Alexandria is the project sponsor and joint lead agency for the 1797 
proposed Potomac Yard Metrorail Station. NPS, maintains the GWMP, is a cooperating agency for this project. 1798 
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1501.6, cooperating agencies are those governmental agencies specifically requested by 1799 
FTA to participate during the environmental evaluation process for the project. Cooperating agencies are 1800 
responsible for: 1801 

 Reviewing the EIS for sufficiency; 1802 

 Providing comments on the purpose and need;  1803 

 Providing comments on the impact assessment methodologies, and 1804 

 Providing comments on the range of alternatives. 1805 

VDHR and the Arlington County Department of Environmental Services (DES) are participating agencies for this 1806 
project. Participating agencies are Federal and non-Federal governmental agencies that may have an interest in 1807 
the project, and are formally invited to participate in the environmental review of the project. These agencies are 1808 
responsible for the following: 1809 

 Participating in the scoping process; 1810 

 Providing comments on purpose and need, methodologies, and the range of alternatives; 1811 

 Identifying any issues of concern regarding the project’s environmental or socioeconomic impacts; and 1812 

 Providing meaningful and timely input on unresolved issues. 1813 

NPS and the City of Alexandria are considered officials with jurisdictions in terms of Section 4(f) regulations. FTA 1814 
has coordinated with NPS and the City of Alexandria during the entirety of the Section 4(f) evaluation. 23 CFR 1815 
774.5 states that prior to making Section 4(f) approvals, the Section 4(f) evaluation shall be provided for 1816 
coordination and comment to the official(s) with jurisdiction. FTA is responsible for soliciting and considering the 1817 
comments of official(s) with jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) property, as part of the administration of Section 4(f). 1818 
The regulations require that the official(s) with jurisdiction: 1819 

 Have been consulted over the findings; 1820 

 “Have not objected” to applying exceptions for the restoration, rehabilitation, or maintenance of historic 1821 
transportation facilities or for archeological sites of minimal value for preservation in place.  1822 

 Have provided written concurrence in finding there are no adverse effects prior to making de minimis 1823 
impact findings or in applying the exception for temporary occupancies, transportation enhancement 1824 
activities, and mitigation activities.  1825 

The Section 4(f) evaluation must be submitted to the officials with jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) resources and 1826 
to the Department of the Interior. Invitation letters were sent to potential cooperating and participating agencies on 1827 
January 25, 2011.  1828 

FTA sent a letter regarding Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act as it relates to the project to 1829 
VDHR on May 10, 2012. The letter included information about the project, preliminary results of background 1830 
research, and a map of the preliminary area of potential effect. In September 2012, FTA sent invitations to 1831 
potential consulting parties. Parties that accepted the invitation as a consulting party include: 1832 

 Alexandria Federation of Civic Associations 1833 

 Alexandria Historical Restoration and Preservation Commission 1834 

 Alexandria Historical Society 1835 

 Arlington County 1836 

 City of Alexandria 1837 

 Lynhaven Civic Association 1838 

 National Park Service 1839 

 North East Citizens Association 1840 



  Appendix D – Section 4(f) Evaluation 

June 2016  Potomac Yard Metrorail Station / Final EIS D-58 

 Old Town Business and Professional Association 1841 

 United State Army Corps of Engineers 1842 

Meetings with consulting parties to discuss Section 106 coordination took place on February 20, 2013, March 27, 1843 
2013, and November 19, 2015. Section 106 correspondence and a copy of an agency invitation letter are 1844 
provided in Appendix F of the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station Draft EIS Volume I. FTA contacted the Advisory 1845 
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) to inform them of the project and provided them with copies of the 1846 
materials from the consulting parties meeting. In January 2016 FTA notified ACHP of its determination of adverse 1847 
effects to historic properties, providing further opportunities for ACHP review and comment. ACHP responded on 1848 
February 26, 2016 that its review of the Section 106 process was not required, and that its participation was not 1849 
needed in the consultation to resolve adverse effects. 1850 

Cooperating and participating agencies have defined opportunities for meaningful participation in the decision-1851 
making process for the project. These opportunities are outlined in Table 9-1. 1852 

  1853 
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Table 9-1: Coordination Points and Responsibilities 1854 

Date Completed 
Coordination 

Point 
Format Timeframe 

Lead Agency 
Responsibility 

Input from 
Agencies 

Agencies 
Responsible 

for Input 

Fall 2013 

Project 
Management 
Team (PMT) 
Meetings Lead 
and Cooperating 
Agencies 

Meeting 

Bi-Weekly 
November 

2010 through 
Fall 2013 

Draft project materials 
and analysis; 
identification of issues 
and coordination 
needs 

Collaboration and 
input on project 
materials and 
analysis, as well 
as project issues 
and coordination 
needs 

Cooperating 
agencies 

January 2011 Issue Notice of 
Intent (NOI) 

Federal Register 
notice 

January 2011 

Publish NOI in the 
Federal Register and 
notices in local 
newspaper; invite 
agencies and public to 
scoping meetings 

Comments on 
NOI 

Participating and 
cooperating 
agencies 

January 2011 

Issue Cooperating 
and Participating 
Agency Invitation 
Letters 

Letter January 2011 

Send letters inviting 
agencies to act as 
cooperating or 
participating agencies 

Letter accepting 
or declining the 
invitation 

Participating and 
cooperating 
agencies (all 
invited) 

January 2011 

Project Scoping 
 Agency 

Coordination, 
Document 
Review 
Timeframes, 
and 
Scheduling 

 Data 
Sources and 
Previous 
Studies 

Agency Scoping 
Meeting (2/10/11), 
Resource Agency 
Meetings, 
Conference Calls, 
Phone or Email (as 
required), Written 
Correspondence 

February 2011 
– March 2011 

Provide materials and 
hold scoping meeting; 
include draft purpose 
and need statement, 
initial range of 
alternatives, and 
potential 
environmental effects 

Comments on 
draft purpose and 
need, initial range 
of alternatives, 
and issues of 
concern 

Participating and 
cooperating 
agencies; 
general public 

Spring 2012 
Impact 
Assessment 
Methodologies 

Resource Agency 
Meetings, 
Conference Calls, 
Phone or Email (as 
required), Written 
Correspondence 

Spring 2012 

Provide opportunity to 
collaborate on the 
development and 
review of 
methodologies 
required for the 
analysis of 
alternatives 

Collaboration and 
input through the 
development of 
methodologies, 
and comments on 
proposed 
methodologies 

Participating and 
cooperating 
agencies 

Fall 2012 

Impact 
Assessment, 
Evaluation of 
Alternatives, 
Section 4(f) 
Evaluation 

Resource Agency 
Meetings, 
Conference Calls, 
Phone or Email (as 
required), Written 
Correspondence 

Spring 2012 – 
Fall 2012 

Identification of 
potential impacts to 
resources as a result 
of the alternatives 

Identification of 
any issues of 
concern regarding 
potential 
environmental or 
socioeconomic 
impacts of the 
alternatives, 
including issues 
that could 
substantially delay 
permit approval 

Participating and 
cooperating 
agencies 

April 2015 Public Meetings Public Meeting 
Spring 2012 –  
Spring 2015 

Provide materials and 
hold public meeting 

Collaboration and 
input through the 
development of 
meeting materials 

Participating and 
cooperating 
agencies; 
general public 

July 2012 

Virginia 
Department of 
Historic Resources 
(VDHR) Section 
106 Review 
Initiation Meeting 

Agency Meeting July 2012 

Provide Section 106 
methodology to 
VDHR for review, 
comment and 
concurrence 

Collaboration and 
input through the 
development of 
methodologies 
and technical 
reports 

Participating and 
cooperating 
agencies 
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Date Completed 
Coordination 

Point 
Format Timeframe 

Lead Agency 
Responsibility 

Input from 
Agencies 

Agencies 
Responsible 

for Input 

September 2012 

Issue Invitation 
Letters to Potential 
Section 106 
Consulting Parties 

Letter 
September 

2012 

Send letters inviting 
agencies to act as 
consulting parties 

Letter accepting 
or declining the 
invitation 

Consulting 
parties (all 
invited) 

February 2013 

Section 106 
Cultural 
Resources 
Consulting Parties 
Meeting 

Consulting Parties 
Meeting 

February 2013 

Provide Section 106 
compliance to VDHR 
for review, comment 
and concurrence 

Collaboration and 
input on project 
analysis, as well 
as designated 
cultural resources 

VDHR, 
Cooperating 
Agencies and 
Section 106 
Consulting 
Parties 

March 2013 

Section 106 
Cultural 
Resources 
Consulting Parties 
Meeting 

Consulting Parties 
Meeting 

March 2013 

Provide Section 106 
compliance to VDHR 
for review, comment 
and concurrence 

Collaboration and 
input on project 
analysis, as well 
as designated 
cultural resources 

VDHR, 
Cooperating 
Agencies and 
Section 106 
Consulting 
Parties 

November 2013 

B-CSX Design 
Option Conceptual 
Plan Review 
Meeting 

Meeting 
November 
2013 

Provide conceptual 
plans of B-CSX 
Design Option 

Further review 
and comment 
from CSXT on B-
CSX Design 
Option 

CSXT 

April 2015 
Circulation of Draft 
EIS and Section 
4(f) Evaluation 

Public hearing; 
notice of public 
availability of 
document; 
document for 
review and 
comment 

Spring 2015 

Make available the 
Draft EIS and Section 
4(f) Evaluation to 
cooperating and 
participating agencies 
and the public 

Comments on the 
Draft EIS and 
Section 4(f) 
Evaluation 

Participating and 
cooperating 
agencies; 
general public 

November 2015 

Section 106 
Cultural 
Resources 
Consulting Parties 
Meeting 

Consulting Parties 
Meeting 

November 
2015 

Identification of 
Adverse Effects; 
Resolution of Adverse 
Effects (Mitigation); 
Development of 
Section 106 
Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) 

Agreement on 
adverse effects 
and their 
resolution; 
Development of 
the Section 106 
MOA 

VDHR, 
Cooperating 
Agencies and 
Section 106 
Consulting 
Parties 

June 2016 
Circulation of Final 
EIS and Section 
4(f) Evaluation 

Notice of availability 
of document; 
document for 
review 

June 2016 

Make available the 
Final EIS and Section 
4(f) Evaluation to 
cooperating and 
participating agencies 
and the public 

Comments on the 
Final EIS and 
Section 4(f) 
Evaluation 

Participating and 
cooperating 
agencies; 
general public 

June 2016 

Section 106 
Cultural 
Resources 
Consulting Parties 
Meeting 

Consulting Parties 
Meeting 

June 2016 
Circulation of MOA for 
signature among the 
Consulting Parties 

Execution of the 
Section 106 MOA 

VDHR, 
Cooperating 
Agencies and 
Section 106 
Consulting 
Parties 

Summer 2016 
Issue Record of 
Decision (ROD) 

Federal Register 
and newspaper 
notice 

Summer 2016 
Publish ROD in local 
newspaper and the 
Federal Register 

FTA, NPS None 

 1855 
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10.0 SECTION 4(F) DETERMINATION 1856 

As described in Section 5, the Preferred Alternative for the Potomac Yard Metrorail Rail Project would result in 1857 
use of the following Section 4(f) properties: 1858 

 George Washington Memorial Parkway, 1859 

 Mount Vernon Memorial Highway; 1860 

 Parkways of the National Capital Region; 1861 

 Potomac Greens Park; and 1862 

 Greens Scenic Area easement. 1863 

As described above, FTA finds that there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of Section 4(f) property 1864 
for this project. FTA, the City of Alexandria, and WMATA have committed to minimize the harm to these 1865 
resources associated with the Preferred Alternative by implementing the measures of the Section 106 MOA, the 1866 
Net Benefits Agreement between the City of Alexandria and NPS, and the City of Alexandria DSUP process. As 1867 
described in Section 8, the Preferred Alternative would cause the least overall harm in light of Section 4(f)’s 1868 
preservation purpose in comparison to the other project alternatives.1869 
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ATTACHMENT A: 

REFERENCES 
Map Data 

Arlington County, GIS data CD, 2011.  

City of Alexandria, GIS data DVD, Spring 2012.  

District of Columbia, DC GIS Geodatabase, June 2011. 

National Park Service, GIS data, 2010. 

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority, survey data and aerial imagery, 2011.  

Permits & Easements 

Development Special Use Permit # 2002-0026 Potomac Greens. City of Alexandria. 2003. Release 
Agreement and Scenic Easement. Agreement between Commonwealth Atlantic  Properties and 
National Park Service. March 24th, 2000. 

Special Use Permit # 2008-0027 Landbay D. City of Alexandria 2008. 

Reports 

AASHTO Practitioner’s Handbook: Complying with Section 4(f) of the U.S. DOT Act. Center for 
Environmental Excellence. 2009. 

Alexandria Commission for Arts Report Arts Organization Structure and Community Visioning Plan. City 
of Alexandria. 2007. 

Alexandria Open Space Plan. City of Alexandria. 2002. 

City of Alexandria Plan for Dog Parks and Dog Exercise Areas. City of Alexandria. 2000, Updated 2011. 

City of Alexandria Planning Commission Meeting Docket Item #20 A-C. City of Alexandria. 2008. 

Comprehensive Athletic Fields Master Plan. City of Alexandria. 2006. 

Draft Land Acquisition and Preservation Policy (LAPP) Scope. Department of Parks, Recreation, and 
Cultural Resources. Arlington County. 2010. 

Four Mile Run Restoration Final Master Plan. Arlington County. 2006. 

National Register of Historic Places Nomination Form, George Washington Memorial Parkway. National 
Park Service (NPS). April 1995. 

North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan. City of Alexandria. 2010. 

Potomac Yard Metrorail Station Concept Development Study. City of Alexandria. 2010. 

Potomac Yard Metrorail Station EIS Draft Noise and Vibration Technical Memorandum. Federal Transit 
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Websites 
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https://www.arlingtonva.us/departments/parksrecreation/scripts/parks/ParksList.aspx. 
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ATTACHMENT B: 

LIST OF ACRONYMS 

ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

APE Area of Potential Effect 

CCPY Crystal City/Potomac Yard 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

CIP Capital Improvement Program 

CLRP Constrained Long Range Plan 

CRACA Colonial Revival Apartment Complexes of Alexandria 

CSXT CSX Transportation 

DES Arlington County Department of Environmental Services 

DOI United States Department of Interior 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 

FHWA Federal Highway Administration 

FR Federal Register 

FTA Federal Transit Administration 

GIS geographic information system 

GWMP George Washington Memorial Parkway 

JPA Joint Permit Application 

LEDPA Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative 

LWCF Land and Water Conservation Fund Act 

MVMH Mount Vernon Memorial Highway 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NHL National Historic Landmark 

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act 

NOI Notice of Intent 

NPS National Park Service 

NRHP National Register of Historic Places 

ROD Record of Decision 

SHPO State Historic Preservation Office 

THPO Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 

TIP Transportation Improvement Program for the Washington Metropolitan Region 

USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers 

U.S.C. United States Code 

VDCR Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation 

VDEQ Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 

VDHR Virginia Department of Historic Resources 

VMRC Virginia Marine Resources Commission 
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VRE Virginia Railway Express 

WMATA Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 

WOUS Waters of the U.S. 
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ATTACHMENT C: 

OFFICIALS WITH JURISDICTION CORRESPONDENCE 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
This evaluation discusses the effects of the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station project on properties needed to 
comply with the provisions of Section 6(f) of the U.S. Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (LWCF). 

2.0 LEGAL AND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 
Section 6(f) of the LWCF preserves, develops, and assures the quality and quantity of outdoor recreation 
resources through the purchase and improvement of recreational lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and 
other similar resources. Section 6(f) contains provisions to protect and maintain the quality of Federal, state, and 
local investments in parkland and/or recreational resources. The LWCF established a funding source for Federal 
acquisition of park and recreation lands and matching grants to state and local governments for recreation 
planning, acquisition, and development. Once purchased using these funds, these lands are protected from 
conversion to uses other than public outdoor recreational uses. Any such conversion must be in accordance 
with an existing comprehensive statewide outdoor recreation plan and must be approved by the Secretary of the 
Interior. If a conversion occurs, the land must be replaced with other recreational properties of at least equal fair 
market value and with reasonably equivalent usefulness and location. The conversion requirements for Section 
6(f) land are outlined in 36 CFR 59.3. 

At a Federal level, the National Park Service (NPS) administers and regulates the grant program and 
stewardship of lands acquired through the LWCF. The Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation 
(VDCR) administers the program at the state level. NPS is responsible for approval of both the conversion of 
Section 6(f) lands to non-recreational uses and the identification of a suitable replacement property serving 
similar recreational purpose. Temporary non-recreation activities of less than a six-month duration, such as 
construction activities, may be acceptable as a “temporary non-conforming use”1 of 6(f) parkland.  

3.0 IDENTIFYING LWCF RESOURCES 
Although the City of Alexandria and Arlington County have constructed parks with LWCF funds within their 
jurisdictions, no permanent conversion of use of Section 6(f) park resources is anticipated for this project.  

3.1 NPS Properties 
Federal parkland can also be acquired with LWCF funds; however, no information source was found to identify 
Federal 6(f) parklands. Most of the land for the Mount Vernon Memorial Highway (MVMH) was acquired in the 
1930s prior to the establishment of the LWCF in 1965.  

3.2 Local Government Properties 
Both the City of Alexandria and Arlington County have used LWCF grant funds for the acquisition of parkland 
within their jurisdictions. The relevant grant applications by the two jurisdictions date back to the 1960s and 
1970s and are not available in digital form. The following documents were used to identify potential 6(f) lands in 
the study area: 

 United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Land & Water Conservation Fund Detailed 
Listing of Grants Grouped by County for the Commonwealth of Virginia, May 2012, Accessed at http://waso-
lwcf.ncrc.nps.gov/public/index.cfm;  

 City of Alexandria 2002 Self-Certification Post Compliance LWCF Documentation to VDCR; and 

 United States Department of the Interior, Federal Interdepartmental Task Force on the Potomac, Land, People 
and Recreation in the Potomac River Basin, 1968 (Planning Study).  

Neither jurisdiction had records of the use of LWCF for parks within the study area, nor did VDCR2. 

                                                  
1 United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Land and Water Conservation Fund State Assistance Program, Federal Financial 
Assistance Manual, Volume 69, October 1, 2008, pg. 8-13.   
2 Wamack, S., Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation.  Phone conversation with consultant on July 9, 2012. 
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City of Alexandria: NPS LWCF records for the City of Alexandria indicate that two LWCF were approved for 
the City in 1977 and 1983 (see Attachment A). Neither grant was used, or is planned for use, to construct parks 
in the study area. A review of post-compliance reporting by the City to VDCR in 2002 confirmed this finding. 

Arlington County: NPS LWCF grant records for Arlington County indicate that four grants were approved by 
NPS for the County in 1966, 1974, 1984 and 2006 (see Attachment A). The 1984 and 2006 grants were used for 
parks outside the study area. Arlington County was contacted to verify that Four Mile Run trail used LWCF 
funds, but the County has no record of the grant application or use of the funds within the study area.  
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APPENDIX F – SECTION 106 COORDINATION 
Appendix F summarizes the consultation efforts to date with regard to project review under Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. Finalization of the Section 106 consultation process, including 
execution of a Memorandum of Agreement to resolve project-related adverse effects to historic properties, will 
occur prior to the Record of Decision for the Environmental Impact Statement. Refer to the Cultural Resources 
Technical Memorandum and Historic Architectural Effects Assessment Report in Volume II for more detailed 
information on the project’s assessment of cultural resources and documents related to the Section 106 process 
referenced below.  

 On May 10, 2012, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) initiated the Section 106 consultation process with 
the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (VDHR) (VDHR File No. 2012-0717), which is the State Historic  
Preservation Office (SHPO) for the Commonwealth of Virginia. In the submission, FTA included proposed 
Area of Potential Effects (APE) for historic architectural resources and archaeology (see Volume II, Cultural 
Resources Technical Memorandum, Appendix C: VDHR Project Initiation Package).  

 On June 12, 2012, VDHR concurred that the project was a “Federal undertaking,” subject to Section 106 
review. VDHR provided general comments on the proposed undertaking, including indicating concurrence 
with the proposed APE for archaeology. Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.2 (c), VDHR requested that FTA submit a 
list of appropriate consulting parties and its comments on the proposed project and provide additional 
justification for the boundaries of the proposed APE for historic architectural resources (see Volume II, Cultural 
Resources Technical Memorandum, Appendix D: VDHR Response Letter).   

 On July 9, 2012, a Section 106 Initiation Meeting was held at VDHR offices in Richmond, Virginia. 
Representatives of VDHR, FTA, Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA), and the project 
consultant AECOM were present. In response to VDHR’s request for justification of the boundaries of the 
proposed APE for historic architectural resources, AECOM presented a revised APE. VDHR staff concurred 
with the revised APE for historic architectural resources. At the Section 106 Initiation Meeting, VDHR 
requested the completion of a Reconnaissance-Level Survey Form for the Potowmack Crossing at Old Town 
Condominiums, to assess its eligibility for listing in the NRHP and satisfy the identification phase of the Section 
106 process for historic architectural resources.  

 On July 24, 2012, at VDHR’s request, FTA submitted a proposed Phase I archaeological testing methodology 
to VDHR, Alexandria Archeology (AA), and National Park Service (NPS) for review and comment. 

 On August 28, 2012, to comply with a previous request from VDHR to evaluate the individual eligibility of the 
Potowmack Crossing at Old Town Condominiums, a Reconnaissance Level Survey Form was submitted to 
VDHR through the Data Sharing System (DSS).  

 On August 29, 2012, FTA, after receiving comment from VDHR, AA and NPS, submitted a revised 
archaeological testing methodology for review and comment. FTA received concurrence on the revised 
methodology via email correspondence from AA on September 7, 2012, from VDHR on September 10, 2012, 
and from NPS on September 18, 2012. 

 In September 2012, FTA sent invitations to potential consulting parties. As described in 36 CFR 800.2(c), 
consulting parties are those parties with consultative roles in the Section 106 process, including the SHPO, 
Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO), Indian tribes, representatives of local governments, applicants for 
Federal assistance, permits, licenses, and other approvals, as well as other individuals and organizations with 
a “demonstrated interest” in the undertaking. The list of invited consulting parties and a copy of FTA’s invitation 
letter are provided in Volume II, Cultural Resources Technical Memorandum, Appendix G: Consulting Parties 
Correspondence and Mailing List.   

 On October 22, 2012, VDHR requested preparation of a report addressing the effects of the proposed project 
on significant historic architectural properties.  

 On December 7, 2012, the Draft DSS archaeological site forms were electronically submitted to VDHR for 
review and comment.  

 On January 25, 2013, a Reconnaissance Level Survey Form was submitted to VDHR (through the DSS) for 
the Colonial Revival Apartment Complexes of Alexandria (CRACA) recommending the properties’ eligibility for 
listing in the NRHP (see Volume II, Cultural Resources Technical Memorandum, Appendix E: Colonial Revival 
Apartment Complexes of Alexandria Reconnaissance Level Survey Form). A revised Reconnaissance Level 
Survey Form was also submitted to VDHR (through the DSS) specifically for Potowmack Crossing at Old 
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Town Condominiums, recommending the property as a contributing resource to the CRACA (see Volume II, 
Cultural Resources Technical Memorandum, Appendix F: Potowmack Crossing at Old Town Condominiums 
Reconnaissance Level Survey Form).  

 On February 20, 2013, the first Section 106 Cultural Resources Consulting Parties Meeting was held at 
Alexandria City Hall in Alexandria, Virginia. Representatives of VDHR, FTA, NPS, WMATA, City of Alexandria, 
Alexandria Historical Restoration and Preservation Commission (HRPC), Alexandria Historical Society, North 
East Citizens Association, Old Town Business and Professional Association (OTBPA), and the project 
consultant AECOM were present. The consulting parties reviewed the Section 106 process, project overview, 
agency roles, the APE, and identified potential cultural resources. 

 On February 22, 2013, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) was informed about the 
project and the second consulting parties meeting and chose not to attend.  Instead ACHP requested to 
be notified when an adverse effect determination is made. 

 On March 27, 2013, the second Section 106 Cultural Resources Consulting Parties Meeting was held at 
Alexandria City Hall in Alexandria, Virginia. Representatives of VDHR, FTA, NPS, WMATA, United State Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE), City of Alexandria, HRPC, the North East Citizens Association, and the project 
consultant AECOM were present. The consulting parties reviewed issues regarding the eligibility of potential 
historic resources, extending the APE east to the Potomac shoreline, and the preliminary effects of each Build 
Alternative. 

 On March 17, 2015, the Keeper of the National Register provided the Determination of Eligibility Notification 
for the Greens Scenic Area Easement, which stated that the Greens Scenic Area Easement is eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places as a parcel of land which contributes to the historic scenic qualities of the 
Mount Vernon Memorial Highway (see Appendix H).  

 On November 19, 2015, the third Section 106 Cultural Resources Consulting Parties Meeting was held at 
Alexandria City Hall in Alexandria, Virginia. Representatives of VDHR, FTA, NPS, WMATA, City of Alexandria, 
HRPC, the North East Citizens Association, and the project consultant AECOM were present. The consulting 
parties reviewed the eligibility of historic resources, the potential effects of the Preferred Alternative on Historic 
Architectural Resources, and the draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA). 

 On December 15, 2015, FTA transmitted its letter regarding the Section 106 Determination of Effect for the 
project to VDHR and Consulting Parties (see Appendix H). The letter included as an attachment the Historic 
Architectural Effects Assessment Report. The Phase I Archaeological Survey Addendum Report was 
distributed to select parties, due to the sensitivity of the archaeological information, which included VDHR, 
NPS, and the City of Alexandria. The letter also requested an amendment to the APE for direct effects based 
on the Preferred Alternative. The letter initiated the formal 30-day review period, with FTA requesting 
comments by January 15, 2016. Comments were received from one consulting party.  

 On January 12, 2016, FTA notified ACHP of its determination of adverse effects to historic properties, 
providing further opportunities for ACHP review and comment.  

 On January 14, 2016, VDHR provided comments from its review of the FTA determination and reports (see 
Appendix H). VDHR stated its concurrence with the determinations of adverse effects to the MVMH, GWMP, 
and the PNCR, including the Greens Scenic Easement. VDHR concurred with the revised APE for direct 
effects but commented on the effects determinations for archaeological properties, requesting revisions. 
VDHR declined to comment on the draft MOA at the time. 

 On February 26, 2016, ACHP responded on that its review of the Section 106 process was not required, and 
that its participation was not needed in the consultation to resolve adverse effects (see Appendix H). 

 On March 22, 2016, FTA transmitted its revised Phase I Archaeological Survey Addendum Report to VDHR, 
NPS, and the City of Alexandria, and VDHR responded on April 14, 2016 (see Appendix H), VDHR stated its 
opinion that archaeological studies completed in support of the project are sufficient to identify archaeological 
properties that may be affected, concurred that the undertaking is not likely to adversely affect archaeological 
sites in the project vicinity, and supported the protective measures and construction monitoring proposed for 
these resources. 

 A fourth meeting of Section 106 Cultural Resources Consulting Parties Meeting was scheduled for June 13, 
2016 to review the draft MOA. VDHR and Consulting Parties that will be signatories to the MOA (FTA, NPS, 
City of Alexandria, and WMATA) have been invited to participate in the meeting. 
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APPENDIX G – GREENS SCENIC AREA EASEMENT 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 
This appendix provides background information and title documents for the Greens Scenic Area easement 
located in the project study area for the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station. The scenic easement comprises 15.27 
acres that are administered by the National Park Service (NPS) and located on land owned by the City of 
Alexandria to the north and east of the Potomac Greens neighborhood along the George Washington Memorial 
Parkway (GWMP) (see Figure G-1). In March 2015, the Keeper of the National Register determined that the 
Greens Scenic Area easement is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as a 
resource that contributes to the scenic qualities of the Mount Vernon Memorial Highway (MVMH) and GWMP, 
which are listed in the NRHP (see copy of letter in Appendix H). 

The Greens Scenic Easement is also a Resource Protection Area designated by the City of Alexandria under 
Virginia’s Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act (see Chapter 3 Environmental Consequences, Section 3.16 
Navigable Waterways and Coastal Zones for more details).  

The appendix is organized as follows: 

 Section 2: Background 

 Section 3: Chronology of Events 

Copies of the following documents related to the easement are provided as attachments to the memorandum in 
Volume II, Greens Scenic Area Easement: Background and Reference Documents Technical Memorandum: 

 Attachment A: 1938 Indenture, Title Document 0443-0083 

 Attachment B: 1970 Exchange Agreement, Title Document 727-723 

 Attachment C: 2000 Release and Scenic Easement Agreement, Title Document 000005341 

 Attachment D: 2004 Dedication of Underlying Property to City of Alexandria, Title Document 050027503 

 Attachment E: Parcel Ownership in Vicinity of Greens Scenic Area 

 Attachment F: Keeper of the National Register Determination of Eligibility Notification 
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Figure G-1: Greens Scenic Area Easement 
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2.0 BACKGROUND 
This section describes the various events, including previous property agreements and development proposals 
that led to the Release Agreement and Scenic Easement in 2000, establishing the Greens Scenic Area 
easement.  

The timeline begins with the 1938 indenture, which resolved a property dispute between the United States and 
the Richmond, Fredericksburg and Potomac Railroad Company (RF&P), and restricted the use of the disputed 
property to railroad purpose. As RF&P began to wind down operations of the Potomac Yard rail yard, it began to 
contemplate development of the property. In 1970, the Exchange Agreement between RF&P, the United States, 
and Charles Fairchild allowed for the proposed construction of an interchange from the planned Potomac 
Greens neighborhood to the GWMP roadway to facilitate development of the neighborhood. 

No development on the Potomac Greens property occurred during the 1970s, and in the 1980s several 
development proposals were submitted to the City of Alexandria. The U.S. Commission of Fine Arts and the 
National Capital Planning Commission issued approvals for the interchange onto GWMP in 1983. Citizens 
groups filed a lawsuit in 1986 to prevent construction of the interchange, and in 1987 the U.S. Congress barred 
NPS from issuing any construction permit for an interchange with the Parkway until an EIS had been prepared. 
The George Washington Memorial Parkway-Potomac Greens Final EIS (1991) proposed several methods of 
preserving views from GWMP, including the purchase of a visual buffer along the area between the Potomac 
Greens and Potomac Yard developments and GWMP. This document was prepared under direction from the 
U.S. Congress, rather than under NEPA; consequently, no record of decision was prepared. 

The United States of America and Commonwealth Atlantic Properties (the owner of Potomac Yard at the time) 
signed the Release Agreement and Scenic Easement in 2000. The agreement enabled redevelopment of the 
land in Arlington County which had been restricted to railroad uses under the 1938 indenture, negated the right 
to build a highway interchange onto GWMP, and established a perpetual scenic easement over a portion of 
Potomac Greens (known as the Greens Scenic Area). The purpose of the easement, as stated in the title 
documents, is to conserve and preserve the natural vegetation, topography, habitat, and other natural features 
within its area. The scenic easement stipulates that no improvements shall be constructed or installed within the 
Greens Scenic Area, that no clearing, grading, or tree removal shall be permitted, and that the Greens Scenic 
Area shall not otherwise be disturbed without prior written approval of the United States. 

In 2004, during development of the Potomac Greens neighborhood, the underlying fee simple property interest 
was dedicated to the City of Alexandria for Potomac Greens Park. The transfer did not affect the terms of the 
Greens Scenic Area perpetual easement, which is currently located on portions of the City public park. A small 
portion at the southern end of the Greens Scenic Area easement (0.19 acres) is on property owned by the 
Potomac Greens Homeowners Association. 
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3.0 CHRONOLOGY OF AGREEMENTS  
1938 – The United States Department of the Interior and RF&P executed an indenture resulting in public law 
that provided direction to the settlement of conflicting titles to land associated with the shoreline of the Potomac 
River in the vicinity of the Mount Vernon Memorial Highway. In the indenture, the United States quitclaimed to 
RF&P a tract, labeled “Area 3,” which encompassed roughly 40 acres near Four Mile Run. The indenture 
specified that the transferred land is subject to a use restriction, which provides that the property is to be used 
by RF&P solely for the construction, maintenance and operation of the railroad and freight yard (refer to Title 
Document 0443-0083, provided in Volume II, Greens Scenic Area Easement: Background and Reference 
Documents Technical Memorandum, Attachment A). 

1970 – RF&P leased the land encompassing Potomac Greens (then called Potomac Center) to Charles 
Fairchild, who intended to develop the parcel. An Exchange Agreement between the United States, RF&P, and 
Charles Fairchild (refer to Title Document 727-723, provided in Volume II, Greens Scenic Area Easement: 
Background and Reference Documents Technical Memorandum, Attachment B) was executed whereby the 
United States (National Park Service) exchanged access rights to the George Washington Memorial Parkway 
from Potomac Greens in exchange for 28 acres in Fairfax County known as Dyke Marsh. 

1982 – RF&P terminated Fairchild’s lease and pursued Federal approvals for construction of the interchange 
with the Parkway. 

1983 – Approvals for the highway interchange were issued by the U.S. Commission of Fine Arts and the 
National Capital Planning Commission. 

1986-1988 – Various plans for a mixed-use development at the Potomac Greens site were submitted to the City 
of Alexandria. 

1986 – Daingerfield Island Protective Society, a citizen group, filed a lawsuit against NPS challenging the 1970 
Federal decision that gave developers the rights and obligation to construct an interchange between the 
Potomac Greens site and the Parkway. The lawsuit also alleged that the interchange design approval violated 
various Federal laws. 

1987-1991 – The U.S. Congress barred NPS from issuing any construction permit for an interchange with the 
Parkway until an EIS had been prepared. The George Washington Memorial Parkway-Potomac Greens Final 
EIS (1991) evaluated four alternative development scenarios. The first alternative included the development 
proposals. Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 assumed, respectively, purchase of the interchange rights, purchase of a 
visual buffer to protect the Parkway, and purchase of the entire site. 

Late 1980s/Early 1990s – The RF&P pursued redevelopment in “Area 3”, above the height of the existing 
freight yard rails.  The RF&P took legal action against the National Parks Service to allow redevelopment in two 
courts, with the U.S. prevailing in each court and each appeal. RF&P could not proceed without acquiring 
additional interests.  It was under this situation that the appraised, valued exchange of land interests occurred 
between the Railroad and the U.S.   The Release Agreement was a component of the Land Exchange. NPS 
proposed to drop the railroad use restriction for Area 3 (Arlington Potomac Yard), in exchange for RF&P giving 
up the right to build an interchange with the Parkway. Instead, RF&P filed an action to “quiet title” in the parcel, 
seeking a declaration that the use restriction in the indenture had ceased to be effective or, in the alternative, 
that the restriction was satisfied by RF&P’s use of a portion, rather than the entirety, of the property for railroad 
purposes. In 1991, the United States Court of Appeals, Fourth Circuit, upheld lower court rulings that dismissed 
RF&P’s request. (RF&P v. United States, 1991, http://openjurist.org/945/f2d/765/richmond-fredericksburg-
potomac-railroad-company-v-united-states).  

1994 – The United States Court of Appeals, District of Columbia Circuit, affirmed lower court rulings which 
dismissed challenges to the 1970 exchange agreement, and affirmed that the design approval of the Parkway 
interchange did not contravene any of the cited laws. (Daingerfield Island Protective Society v. Babbitt, 1994, 
http://openjurist.org/40/f3d/442/daingerfield-island-protective-society-v-babbitt-us.) 
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2000 – Commonwealth Atlantic Properties, the owner of the property in Potomac Yard at the time, entered into 
the Release Agreement and Scenic Easement with the United States of America, Department of the Interior 
(refer to Title Document 0000053411, provided in Volume II, Greens Scenic Area Easement: Background and 
Reference Documents Technical Memorandum, Attachment C). Key agreements included: 

 Commonwealth Atlantic Properties relinquished the right of ingress and egress from the Parkway. 

 The United States agreed to release the restrictions from the 1938 indenture agreement related to Area 3 in 
Arlington County. 

 Commonwealth Atlantic Properties agreed to grant the United States a perpetual scenic easement (Greens 
Scenic Area) over and across certain portions of Potomac Greens. 

2001-2003 – Commonwealth Atlantic Properties deeds the property underlying the Greens Scenic Area, along 
with other adjacent land that will be part of the Potomac Greens neighborhood, to Crescent Potomac Greens, 
LLC. In 2001, the underlying property is deeded to Potomac Greens Associates, LLC. The transfers do not 
affect the Greens Scenic Area perpetual scenic easement over portions of the property.  

2004 – The underlying property (City tax parcel # 025.02-01-36) is dedicated to the City of Alexandria for “public 
park and/or open space uses” as Potomac Greens Park (refer to Title Document 0500275032, provided in 
Volume II, Greens Scenic Area Easement: Background and Reference Documents Technical Memorandum, 
Attachment D). The dedication to the City of the Potomac Greens Park property does not affect the Greens 
Scenic Area scenic easement over portions of the property. A detailed map of current parcel ownership (fee 
simple interest) in the vicinity of the Greens Scenic Area is provided in Volume II, Greens Scenic Area 
Easement: Background and Reference Documents Technical Memorandum, Attachment E.  

2015 – The Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in coordination with NPS, sought a formal determination of 
eligibility on whether the Greens Scenic Area easement is a historic resource eligible for or contributing to a 
NRHP listing. On March 17, 2015, the Keeper of the National Register issued a formal Determination of 
Eligibility Notification that determined the easement area to be NRHP eligible as a resource that contributes to 
the scenic qualities of the MVMH and GWMP. A copy of this letter is provided in Appendix H. 

                                                            
1 Title Document 000005341 amended the original Release Agreement and Scenic Easement title document 000005037, as noted: 
“Agreement is being re-recorded to follow the deed re-recorded immediately prior hereto in the chain of title.” Aside from the note, the title 
documents are identical. 
2 Title document 050027503 is the current title document included minor corrections to the original title document 040050111. The 
corrections did not affect the terms of the dedication of the Potomac Greens Park property to the City or the Greens Scenic Area perpetual 
scenic easement. 



 

 

June 2016  Potomac Yard Metrorail Station / Final EIS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  Appendix H: Agency Coordination 

June 2016  Potomac Yard Metrorail Station / Final EIS 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX H:  

AGENCY COORDINATION 

 

 



 

 

June 2016  Potomac Yard Metrorail Station / Final EIS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  Appendix H – Agency Correspondence 

June 2016  Potomac Yard Metrorail Station / Final EIS H-1 

APPENDIX H – AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE 

This appendix contains letters from agencies regarding the project that are referenced in the Final EIS: 

Draft EIS Comments 

 Letter from the Environmental Protection Agency regarding the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, May 18, 2015. 

 Letter from the National Capital Planning Commission regarding the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, May 18, 2015. 

 Letter from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – Norfolk District regarding the Potomac Yard Metrorail 
Station Draft Environmental Impact Statement, draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, and compliance with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, May 19, 2015. 

 Letter from the U.S. Department of the Interior, regarding the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, May 14, 2015. 

National Park Service Correspondence with City of Alexandria  

 Letter from the National Park Service, National Capital Region Office to the City of Alexandria regarding 
Build Alternative B, April 20, 2015. 

Greens Scenic Area Easement  

 Keeper of the National Register, Determination of Eligibility Notification regarding the Greens Scenic 
Area Easement, March 17, 2015. 

Agency Coordination regarding Threatened and Endangered Species  

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Updated List of Threatened and Endangered Species, March 28, 2016. 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Online Project Review Certification Letter, September 3, 2015. 

 Confirmation email from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding the receipt of the Project Review 
Certification package, October 4, 2012. 

 Letter from the Federal Transit Administration transmitting Online Project Certification and Sensitive 
Joint Vetch Survey Report to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, October 2, 2012. 

 Letter from the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation, correspondence regarding project 
impact to natural heritage resources, June 18, 2012.  

Federal Coastal Zone Consistency 

 Letter from the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality to the Federal Transit Administration 
regarding Federal Coastal Zone consistency determination, January 29, 2013. 

Section 106 Review 

 Letter from the Federal Transit Administration to the Virginia Department of Historic Resources 
regarding its effects determinations for the project, December 15, 2015. 

 Letter from the Virginia Department of Historic Resources to the Federal Transit Administration 
commenting on the effects determinations, January 14, 2016. 

 Letter from the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to the Federal Transit Administration regarding 
its participation in the 106 review and effects resolution process, February 26, 2016. 

 Letter from the Virginia Department of Historic Resources to the Federal Transit Administration 
commenting on the revised archaeological addendum report and effects determination, April 21, 2016. 

National Capital Planning Commission Review of Project 

 Email from the National Capital Planning Commission regarding agency authority related to the project, 
May 3, 2016. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

NORFOLK DISTRICT 
FORT NORFOLK 

803 FRONT STREET 
NORFOLK VA  23510-1096 

 May 19, 2015 

Reply to  
Attention of 

Northern Virginia Regulatory Section  
NAO 2012-02012 (Potomac River) 
 
 
Ms. Melissa Barlow 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Transit Administration 
1990 K Street NW, Suite 510 
Washington, DC  20006-1178 
 
Ms. Lee Farmer, AICP 
Potomac Yard Projects Manager 
City of Alexandria 
301 King Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 
 
Dear Ms. Barlow and Ms. Farmer: 
 
       This letter is in response to recent April 2015 Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation for the proposed Potomac Yard 
Metrorail station.  The Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) 
is evaluating construction for the Potomac Yard Metrorail station adjacent to Mount 
Vernon Memorial Highway and George Washington Parkway in Alexandria, 
Virginia.  In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is being prepared with the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) as the lead federal agency to include WMATA and the 
National Park Service serving as cooperating agencies.   Comments are being 
solicited regarding the scope of the project. 
 
 On May 14, 2015, Regena Bronson of the Corps met with Mr. James Ashe to 
discuss the potential alternative for the proposed Metrorail station.   As discussed, our 
regulations require that we consider a full range of public interest factors and conduct 
an alternatives analysis in order to identify the least environmentally damaging 
practicable alternative (LEDPA), which is the only alternative we can authorize.  
Avoidance and minimization of impacts to aquatic resources will be an important 
consideration in our evaluation of the alternatives.  
 
  In addition, this project is subject to compliance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966. 
 
 According to 36 CFR 800.2(a)(2): 



“…If more than one Federal agency is involved in an undertaking, some or all [of] 
the agencies may designate a lead Federal agency, which shall identify the 
appropriate official to serve as the agency official who shall act on their behalf, 
fulfilling their collective responsibilities under section 106. Those Federal 
agencies that do not designate a lead Federal agency remain individually 
responsible for their compliance with this part.” 

 
 Pursuant to the above provision, the FTA (Virginia Division) is hereby designated as 
the lead federal agency to fulfill the collective Federal responsibilities under Section 106 
for the following undertaking, which FTA has determined will have an adverse effect on 
historic resources: 
 
Mount Vernon Memorial Highway and the George Washington Parkway in Alexandria, 

Virginia  
 
 The Corps authorizes FHWA to conduct Section 106 coordination on its behalf.  Any 
Memorandum of Agreement prepared by FHWA under 36 CFR 800.6 should include the 
following clause in the introductory text: 
 

 “WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, a 
Department of the Army permit will likely be required from the Corps of Engineers 
for this project, and the Corps has designated FTA as the lead federal agency to 
fulfill federal responsibilities under Section 106; and   
 

 In addition, the Corps hereby authorizes FTA to conduct coordination on its behalf 
for the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station project in accordance with Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act. 
 
 Should you have any questions, you may contact Regena Bronson at 540-548-2838 
or regena.d.bronson@usace.army.mil.  
 

Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
Tucker Smith 
Chief, Northern Virginia 
Regulatory Section 
 
 

Copies Furnished: 
Virginia Department of Historic Resources, Richmond 
National Park Service, McLean 

mailto:regena.d.bronson@usace.army.mil


 United States Department of the Interior 
 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
        Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 

                                       Custom House, Room 244 
                                                           200 Chestnut Street 
                                             Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-2904 
 

        
             May 14, 2015  

 
 
9043.1 
ER 15/0216 

 
Melissa Barlow 
Federal Transit Administration 
1990 K Street NW, Suite 510 
Washington, DC  20006-1178 
 
Dear Ms. Barlow: 
 
The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and draft Section 4(f) Evaluation and submits the 
following comments in accordance with provisions of the National Transportation Act of 1966, 
as amended 23 U.S.C. 138 and 49 U.S.C. 303, referred to as Section 4(f), and the applicable 
regulations at 23 C.F.R. 774, and other regulations and guidance.   

The Department understands that the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City of 
Alexandria (COA), in cooperation with the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
(WMATA) and the National Park Service (NPS) has released the DEIS and draft Section 4(f) for 
the proposed Potomac Yard Metrorail Station.  The Project includes a new Metrorail station 
along the existing Metrorail Blue and Yellow Lines between the Ronald Reagan Washington 
National Airport Metrorail Station and the Braddock Road Metrorail Station, associated track 
improvements, and pedestrian bridges at Potomac Yard within Alexandria, Virginia.  The NPS is 
a cooperating agency because of the Project’s potential to impact the natural and cultural 
resources of the George Washington Memorial Parkway (GWMP). 

The GWMP was developed as a scenic parkway to help preserve the Potomac River Gorge and 
shoreline while serving as a memorial to the first president of the United States, George 
Washington. The first section, called the Mount Vernon Memorial Highway (MVMH), 
authorized by legislation signed by President Calvin Coolidge on May 23, 1928, was completed 
in 1932 to commemorate the bicentennial of George Washington’s birth on February 22, 1932. 
The MVMH, was listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) in 1981 under 
criterion B for its commemoration of George Washington and under criterion C for landscape 
architecture.  The MVMH was designed and landscaped to maximize scenic, esthetic and 
commemorative qualities.   

As the MVMH was being completed, President Herbert Hoover signed what became known as 
the Capper-Cramton Act (Public Law 71-284) on May 29, 1930.  This Act authorized 
appropriations for the GWMP, which was “to include the shores of the Potomac, and adjacent 
lands, from Mount Vernon to a point above the Great Falls on the Virginia side,” including the 
MVMH, and proposed the protection of the northern and southern shores of the Potomac. The 
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GWMP was designated a National Park Unit in 1933. The GWMP was listed in the NRHP in 
1995 under criterion B for its commemoration of George Washington and under criterion C for 
landscape architecture. 

The Greens Scenic Area Easement (GSE) was acquired by the federal government in 2000 and 
was in keeping with the historic purpose of the GWMP as a presidential memorial and a national 
park.  The GSE area serves to protect the values of the GWMP by preserving the natural 
vegetation, topography, habitat and features within the area.  By providing a visual buffer from 
the Potomac Greens development, it allows those using the Parkway to enjoy the scenic and 
aesthetic qualities for which the Parkway is valued.  In March 2015, the GSE was determined to 
be eligible for listing in the NRHP as a parcel of land which contributes to the historic scenic 
qualities of the MVMH. 

As part of this DEIS and draft Section 4(f) screening process, 36 initial alternatives were 
evaluated and screened to select those that met the Project’s purpose and need, were consistent 
with land use and development plans, and technically feasible.  The DEIS and draft Section 4(f) 
analyzes three build alternatives, one design option, and a no-action alternative.   

Build Alternative A: This alternative is located along the existing Metrorail tracks 
between the CSX Transportation (CSXT) railroad tracks and the north end of the 
Potomac Greens neighborhood, generally with the “Metrorail Reservation.” This 
alternative would provide 24-hour pedestrian/bicycle access between Potomac Yard and 
Potomac Greens via one of its two pedestrian bridges.  Two options for construction 
access and staging were analyzed: one option was from GWMP, Potomac Greens Drive 
and the Rail Park, with limited access from Potomac Yard and the other from Potomac 
Greens Drive and the Rail Park, with limited construction access from Potomac Yard. 

Build Alternative B: This alternative is located between GWMP and the CSXT railroad 
tracks north of the Potomac Greens neighborhood, and east of the existing Potomac Yard 
Shopping Center.  Portions of Build Alternative B would be located within the GSE, 
administered by the NPS. This alternative would provide 24-hour pedestrian/bicycle 
access between Potomac Yard and Potomac Greens via one of its two pedestrian bridges. 
Two options for construction access and staging were analyzed: one option was from 
GWMP, Potomac Greens Drive and the Rail Park, with limited access from Potomac 
Yard and the other from Potomac Greens Drive and the Rail Park, with limited 
construction access from Potomac Yard. 

B-CSX Design Option: This design option is located east of the existing Potomac Yard 
movie theater on land currently occupied by the CSXT railroad tracks. This design option 
of Alternative B would require relocation of the CSXT tracks to the west, providing the 
room necessary for the station and realigned Metrorail track to avoid GWMP property 
and the GSE. A separate pedestrian/bicycle bridge will provide 24-hour access between 
Potomac Yard and Potomac Greens.  Construction access would be provided from the 
Rail Park and Potomac Yard. 

Build Alternative D: This alternative is located west of the CSXT railroad tracks near 
the existing Potomac Yard Shopping Center.  The alternative would require elevated 
tracks starting north of Four Mile Run, crossing over the CSXT tracks into Potomac 
Yard, and then crossing over the CSXT tracks again to reconnect to the existing Metrorail 
line behind Potomac Greens. A separate pedestrian/bicycle bridge will provide 24-hour 
access between Potomac Yard and Potomac Greens. Construction access would be 
provided from GWMP, Potomac Greens Drive, the Rail Park and Potomac Yard. 
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Of the three build alternatives and one design option being considered, none was identified as 
being a preferred alternative in either the DEIS or draft Section 4(f). On April 27, 2015, the City 
of Alexandria announced that their staff recommendation for the locally preferred alternative to 
City Council was Alternative B.  The City Council is scheduled to vote on the locally preferred 
alternative on May 20, 2015, two days after the public comment period closes.  

The Department recognizes that there will be impacts to GWMP, the degree of which depends on 
the alternative selected. Impacts to GWMP include the permanent transfer of NPS lands to 
WMATA, temporary construction impacts, and impacts that would result in a change in the 
features and attributes of GWMP.  The proposed Build Alternatives B and D would require the 
permanent transfer of approximately .16 acre and 1.43 acres, respectively, from NPS to 
WMATA.  

In addition, NPS land would be impacted by temporary construction activities that would span 
approximately two years. Build Alternative A, Option 1 would require .30 acres of land, .25 acre 
of the GSE and .35 acre of NPS-regulated wetlands.  Option 2 would require .13 acre of the GSE 
and impact .01 acre of NPS-regulated wetlands.  Build Alternative B, Option 1 would require .78 
acres of land, 3.09 acre of the GSE and 3.68 acre of NPS-regulated wetlands.  Option 2 would 
require .55 acres of land, 3.09 acres of the GSE and impact 3.57 acres of NPS-regulated 
wetlands.  Build Alternative D would require 2.40 acres of land, .02 acre of the GSE and .48 acre 
of NPS-regulated wetlands. Activities in the affected areas would encompass staging areas, areas 
for grading and drainage, the resurfacing and reconstruction of the approach roadways, and areas 
for re-vegetation. 

Construction access from GWMP is contemplated under Option 1 for Build Alternatives A and B 
and are being analyzed because of potential impacts to residential communities should GWMP 
not be used for access.  Commercial vehicles are prohibited from GWMP, with limited 
exceptions, under NPS Management Policies 2006 (9.2.1.2.1) and Federal Regulations (36 CFR 
5.6).  Access from GWMP for Build Alternatives A and B would impact two archeological sites 
if avoidance measures are not possible.  Build Alternative D would require construction access 
from two locations along the GWMP and would impact one archeological site.  The Department 
supports previous statements by the NPS that, based on impact to resources, the NPS would not 
provide a permit for access from the GWMP for construction purposed. 

The Department understands that more information is needed  regarding the exact locations of 
construction staging areas for Build Alternatives A, B and D and expects that more detail 
regarding construction staging, including avoidance and mitigation strategies, will be included in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). The Department expects that every effort will 
be made to avoid or minimize the use of GWMP and the GSE for construction staging. 

Visual resources and archeological resources will be impacted under Build Alternatives A, B and 
D.  The Department agrees with FTA’s preliminary determination of an adverse effect for Build 
Alternatives A and B on viewsheds and the cultural landscape due to the vegetation removal.  
The Department agrees with FTA’s preliminary determination of an adverse effect for 
construction access Option 1 for Alternatives A and B because of the impact on two 
archeological resources which may be eligible for listing in the NRHP.  The Department agrees 
with FTA’s preliminary determination of an adverse effect for Build Alternative D on viewsheds 
and the cultural landscape due to the vegetation removal, and because of adverse effect on one 
archeological resource which may be eligible for listing in the NRHP. 
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The Department has yet to determine whether it agrees with FTA’s preliminary determination of 
an adverse effect for B-CSX Design Option.  The FTA came to this preliminary determination 
because of the addition of non-historic elements that would impact the views from GWMP/ 
MVMH.  However, the need for additional visual analysis to use a single source of renderings 
was identified in the DEIS and will be completed as part of the Final EIS.  Once this additional 
analysis is added, the Department can determine whether it agrees with the final FTA 
determination. 

A number of Section 4(f) resources administered by the NPS would be affected as a result of the 
proposal, including GWMP, MVMH, the GSE and three archeological sites.  The Department 
understands that additional information is needed for Section 4(f) Evaluation determination of 
least overall harm analysis conclusion, and that will be presented in the FEIS. Therefore the 
Department defers concurrence until such time that adequate information for the analysis of least 
overall harm has been provided. 

The FEIS and the final Section 4(f) should both include more detailed information regarding 
construction staging and visual analysis, using a single source of renderings.  Appendix G in the 
DEIS does not reflect that the GSE was determined eligible as a contributing property for the 
NRHP in March 2015 and that should be reflected in the FEIS.  In addition, there is a 
discrepancy in acres of the GSE easement between the DEIS and Appendix G which should be 
resolved in the FEIS. The Department is hopeful that there will be sufficient information in the 
FEIS to determine the full impact of this proposal on the GWMP.   

Finally, the Department understands that FTA, COA, WMATA, and NPS have collaborated very 
closely throughout the entirety of this project, and is appreciative of how receptive the agencies 
have been to the input the NPS has provide in this process.  For continued coordination with 
NPS, please contact Tammy Stidham, Chief of Planning, Compliance & GIS, National Capital 
Region. Ms. Stidham can be reached by phone at 202-619-7474 or email at 
tammy_stidham@nps.gov. 

The Department appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments. 

 
      Sincerely,  
 

       
      Lindy Nelson 
      Regional Environmental Officer    
 
 
 
cc: 
City of Alexandria, 301 King St., Room 2300, Alexandria, VA  
Potomac Yard, Metrorail Station EIS, P.O. Box 16531, Alexandria, VA 22302 
WMATA, 600 Fifth Street, NW, Washington, DC 20001 
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National Park Service Correspondence with City of Alexandria  
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Greens Scenic Area Easement  
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Agency Coordination regarding Threatened and Endangered Species  
 

 



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Virginia Ecological Services Field Office

6669 SHORT LANE
GLOUCESTER, VA 23061

PHONE: (804)693-6694 FAX: (804)693-9032
URL: www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/

Consultation Code: 05E2VA00-2015-SLI-2751 March 28, 2016
Event Code: 05E2VA00-2016-E-02496
Project Name: Potomac Yard Metrorail Station

Subject: Updated list of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed
project location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of
your proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills
the requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 ). Any activityet seq.
proposed on National Wildlife Refuge lands must undergo a 'Compatibility Determination'
conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to discuss any questions or
concerns.

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of
the Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can
be completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed
list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and
the ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2)
of the Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 ), Federal agencies are requiredet seq.
to utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and



endangered species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered
species and/or designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation,
that listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF

Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 ), and projects affecting these species may requireet seq.
development of an eagle conservation plan
(http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects
should follow the wind energy guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing
impacts to migratory birds and bats.

Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at:
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm;
http://www.towerkill.com; and
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.

Attachment
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Official Species List
 

Provided by: 
Virginia Ecological Services Field Office

6669 SHORT LANE

GLOUCESTER, VA 23061

(804) 693-6694 

http://www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/
 
Consultation Code: 05E2VA00-2015-SLI-2751
Event Code: 05E2VA00-2016-E-02496
 
Project Type: TRANSPORTATION
 
Project Name: Potomac Yard Metrorail Station
Project Description: Limits of Construction for the Preferred Alternative
 
Please Note: The FWS office may have modified the Project Name and/or Project Description, so it
may be different from what was submitted in your previous request. If the Consultation Code
matches, the FWS considers this to be the same project. Contact the office in the 'Provided by'
section of your previous Official Species list if you have any questions or concerns.

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Potomac Yard Metrorail Station
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Project Location Map: 

 
Project Coordinates: The coordinates are too numerous to display here.
 
Project Counties: Alexandria, VA
 

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Potomac Yard Metrorail Station
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Endangered Species Act Species List
 

There are a total of 0 threatened or endangered species on your species list.  Species on this list should be considered in

an effects analysis for your project and could include species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain

fish may appear on the species list because a project could affect downstream species.  Critical habitats listed under the

Has Critical Habitat column may or may not lie within your project area.  See the Critical habitats within your

project area section further below for critical habitat that lies within your project.  Please contact the designated FWS

office if you have questions.

 

There are no listed species identified for the vicinity of your project.

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Potomac Yard Metrorail Station
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Critical habitats that lie within your project area
There are no critical habitats within your project area.

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Potomac Yard Metrorail Station



http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 03/28/2016  08:56 AM - Appendix A 
1

Appendix A: FWS National Wildlife Refuges and Fish Hatcheries
 

There are no refuges or fish hatcheries within your project area.

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Potomac Yard Metrorail Station



 

 

 United States Department of the Interior 
 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
 Ecological Services 

6669 Short Lane 
Gloucester, Virginia 23061 

 
    Date:  

 
Online Project Review Certification Letter 

 
Project Name:  
 
 
Dear Applicant: 
 
Thank you for using the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) Virginia Field Office online 
project review process.  By printing this letter in conjunction with your project review package, 
you are certifying that you have completed the online project review process for the referenced 
project in accordance with all instructions provided, using the best available information to reach 
your conclusions.  This letter, and the enclosed project review package, completes the review of 
your project in accordance with the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531-1544, 87 
Stat. 884), as amended (ESA), and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668-
668c, 54 Stat. 250), as amended (Eagle Act).  This letter also provides information for your 
project review under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (P.L. 91-190, 42 U.S.C. 
4321-4347, 83 Stat. 852), as amended.  A copy of this letter and the project review package must 
be submitted to this office for this certification to be valid.  This letter and the project review 
package will be maintained in our records. 
 
The species conclusions table in the enclosed project review package summarizes your ESA and 
Eagle Act conclusions.  These conclusions resulted in “no effect” and/or “not likely to adversely 
affect” determinations for listed species and critical habitat and/or “no Eagle Act permit 
required” determinations for eagles regarding potential effects of your proposed project.  We 
certify that the use of the online project review process in strict accordance with the instructions 
provided as documented in the enclosed project review package results in reaching the 
appropriate determinations.  Therefore, we concur with the “no effect” and “not likely to 
adversely affect” determinations for listed species and critical habitat and “no Eagle Act permit 
required” determinations for eagles.  Additional coordination with this office is not needed. 
 
Candidate species are not legally protected pursuant to the ESA.  However, the Service 
encourages consideration of these species by avoiding adverse impacts to them.  Please contact 
this office for additional coordination if your project action area contains candidate species.     
 
Should project plans change or if additional information on the distribution of listed species, 
critical habitat, or bald eagles becomes available, this determination may be reconsidered.  This 
certification letter is valid for one year.   
 
Applicant          Page 2 

9/3/15

Potomac Yard Metrorail Station Environmental Impact Statement



 
Information about the online project review process including instructions and use, species 
information, and other information regarding project reviews within Virginia is available at our 
website http://www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/endspecies/project_reviews.html.  If you 
have any questions, please contact Kimberly Smith of this office at (804) 693-6694, extension 
124.    
 
       Sincerely, 
 
       /s/ Cynthia A. Schulz 
 
       Cindy Schulz 
       Supervisor 
       Virginia Field Office 
 
 
Enclosures - project review package 
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Hachey, Alan

From: FWSDevelopment@fws.gov on behalf of webhosting@fws.gov
Sent: Thursday, October 04, 2012 2:22 PM
To: Hachey, Alan
Subject: Thank you for contacting the US Fish and Wildlife Service

Thank you for contacting us at the US Fish and Wildlife Service. This response confirms that we have received 

your message. 







Refer to the Ecosystems and Endangered Species Technical 
Memorandum in Volume II for the Project Review Certification 
package 
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Federal Coastal Zone Consistency 
 

 







































































  Appendix H: Agency Coordination 

June 2016  Potomac Yard Metrorail Station / Final EIS 

 

 

 

 

 

Section 106 Review  
 

 









 

 

Administrative Services 

10 Courthouse Ave. 

Petersburg, VA 23803 

Tel: (804) 862-6408 

Fax: (804) 862-6196 

Eastern Region Office 

2801 Kensington Avenue 

Richmond, VA 23221 

Tel: (804) 367-2323 

Fax: (804) 367-2391 

Western Region Office 

962 Kime Lane 

Salem, VA 24153 

Tel: (540) 387-5443 

Fax: (540) 387-5446 

Northern Region Office 

5357 Main Street 

PO Box 519 

Stephens City, VA 22655 

Tel: (540) 868-7029 

Fax: (540) 868-7033 

 

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 

Department of Historic Resources 
 

2801 Kensington Avenue, Richmond, Virginia 23221 
 

Molly Joseph Ward 

Secretary of Natural Resources 

Julie V. Langan 

Director 

 

Tel: (804) 367-2323 

Fax: (804) 367-2391 

www.dhr.virginia.gov 

January 14, 2016 

 

Mr. Dan Koenig 

Federal Transit Administration 

1990 K Street NW, Suite 510 

Washington, DC 20006-1178 

 

 

Re: Potomac Yard Metro Station Project –Effects to Historic Properties 

 City of Alexandria, Virginia 

 DHR File No. 2012-0717 

 

Dear Mr. Koenig,  

 

On December 15, 2015, the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (DHR) received information 

regarding the above-referenced project for our review and comment pursuant to Section 106 of the National 

Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.  We understand that the proposed project will be receiving 

federal funding through the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), and that FTA has selected Build 

Alternative B – Design Option 2 as their preferred alternative for this project.   

 

We have reviewed the reports, Potomac Yard Metrorail Station, Historic Architectural Effects Assessment 

Report, prepared for FTA by AECOM in November 2015, and the Draft Addendum: Phase I Archaeological 

Survey Report, Potomac Yard Metrorail Station Project, City of Alexandria, Virginia, and Arlington County, 

Virginia, prepared for the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) by AECOM in 

November 2015.  Per your letter dated December 15, 2015, we also understand that FTA would like to 

amend the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for direct effects to include the highlighted areas shown on Figure 

9 of the Draft Addendum: Phase I Archaeological Survey Report, to account for Build Alternative B – 

Design Option 2.  We concur with the amended APE for direct effects.  

 

Through consultation on this project, the following historic architectural properties have been identified: 

• Mount Vernon Memorial Highway (MVMH)  – Listed in the Virginia Landmarks Register and the 

National Register of Historic Places (VLR and NRHP) 

• George Washington Memorial Parkway (GWMP) – Listed in the VLR and NRHP 

• Greens Scenic Area Easement – determined contributing to the VLR/NRHP-listed MVMH and 

GWMP 



 

January 14, 2016 

Mr. Dan Koenig 

DHR File No. 2012-0717 

 

 

Administrative Services 

10 Courthouse Ave. 

Petersburg, VA 23803 

Tel: (804) 862-6408 

Fax: (804) 862-6196 

Eastern Region Office 
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Richmond, VA 23221 

Tel: (804) 367-2323 
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Western Region Office 
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Fax: (540) 387-5446 

Northern Region Office 

5357 Main Street 

PO Box 519 

Stephens City, VA 22655 

Tel: (540) 868-7029 

Fax: (540) 868-7033 

 

• Parkways of the National Capital Region Multiple Property Document – Listed in the VLR and 

NRHP and includes the MVMH and GWMP 

• Abingdon Apartments – treated as eligible for the purposes of Section 106. 

 

At this time, we agree that the project (Build Alternative B – Design Option 2) will adversely affect the 

MVMH, GWMP, and the PNCR, including the Greens Scenic Easement.  Regarding archaeology, we 

cannot, at this time, agree that the identified archaeological properties will not be adversely affected.  The 

National Park Service has raised reasonable concerns about the change in the boundary of site 44AX0222.  

Specifically, the NPS questions why the site boundaries, which were estimated based on the results of the 

Phase I survey, have been redrawn to avoid intersecting the current APE.   It is DHR’s opinion that the 

original estimated boundaries are most appropriate and we recommend that FTA include site 44AX0222 in 

its inventory of affected resources and assess the potential direct effects to this resource.   

 

Once we resolve the full extent of effects among the consulting parties, we agree that mitigation should be 

memorialized in either a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) or a Programmatic Agreement (PA).  We 

would like to refrain from commenting on the MOA included in the Historic Architectural Effects 

Assessment Report until there is consensus on effects from the project.  

 

We look forward to continuing consultation on this project. Should you have any additional questions, please 

contact Andrea Burke, the reviewer assigned to this project at (804) 482-6084, or via email at 

andrea.burke@dhr.virginia.gov.  

  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Roger W. Kirchen, Director 

Review and Compliance Division 

 

 

c: Lee Farmer, City of Alexandria 

 Tammy Stidham, NPS 

 Katy Cannady, Alexandria Historical Society 

 Theresita Crockett-Augustine, USACE 

Jim Ashe, WMATA 

  

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

February 26, 2016 

 

 

Mr. Dan Koenig 

Federal Transit Administration 

1990 K St. NW, Suite 510 

Washington, DC 20006 

 

Ref: Proposed Construction of Potomac Yard Metrorail Station 

 City of Alexandria, Virginia 

  

Dear Mr. Koenig:  

 

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) has received your notification and supporting 

documentation regarding the adverse effects of the referenced undertaking on a property or properties listed 

or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  Based upon the information provided, we 

have concluded that Appendix A, Criteria for Council Involvement in Reviewing Individual Section 106 

Cases, of our regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), does not apply to this 

undertaking.  Accordingly, we do not believe that our participation in the consultation to resolve adverse 

effects is needed.  However, if we receive a request for participation from the State Historic Preservation 

Officer (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO), affected Indian tribe, a consulting party, or 

other party, we may reconsider this decision. Additionally, should circumstances change, and it is 

determined that our participation is needed to conclude the consultation process, please notify us. 

 

Pursuant to 36 CFR §800.6(b)(1)(iv), you will need to file the final Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), 

developed in consultation with the Virginia State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and any other 

consulting parties, and related documentation with the ACHP at the conclusion of the consultation process.  

The filing of the MOA, and supporting documentation with the ACHP is required in order to complete the 

requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

 

Thank you for providing us with the notification of adverse effect. If you have any questions or require 

further assistance, please contact Christopher Wilson at 202-517-0229 or via e-mail at cwilson@achp.gov.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

LaShavio Johnson 

Historic Preservation Technician 

Office of Federal Agency Programs 



 

 

Administrative Services 

10 Courthouse Ave. 

Petersburg, VA 23803 

Tel: (804) 862-6408 

Fax: (804) 862-6196 

Eastern Region Office 

2801 Kensington Avenue 

Richmond, VA 23221 

Tel: (804) 367-2323 

Fax: (804) 367-2391 

Western Region Office 

962 Kime Lane 

Salem, VA 24153 

Tel: (540) 387-5443 

Fax: (540) 387-5446 

Northern Region Office 

5357 Main Street 

PO Box 519 

Stephens City, VA 22655 

Tel: (540) 868-7029 

Fax: (540) 868-7033 

 

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 

Department of Historic Resources 
 

2801 Kensington Avenue, Richmond, Virginia 23221 
 

Molly Joseph Ward 

Secretary of Natural Resources 

Julie V. Langan 

Director 

 

Tel: (804) 367-2323 

Fax: (804) 367-2391 

www.dhr.virginia.gov 

April 21, 2016 

 

Mr. Dan Koenig 

Federal Transit Administration 

1990 K Street NW, Suite 510 

Washington, DC 20006-1178 

 

 

Re: Potomac Yard Metro Station Project – Effects to Historic Properties 

 City of Alexandria, Virginia 

 DHR File No. 2012-0717 

 

Dear Mr. Koenig,  

 

On March 23, 2016, the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (DHR) received additional information 

regarding the above-referenced project for our review and comment pursuant to Section 106 of the National 

Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.  We understand that the proposed project will be receiving 

federal funding through the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), and that FTA has selected Build 

Alternative B – Design Option 2 as their preferred alternative for this project.   

 

Thank you for revising the Addendum: Phase I Archaeological Survey Report, Potomac Yard Metrorail 

Station Project, City of Alexandria, Virginia, and Arlington County, Virginia prepared for the Washington 

Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) by AECOM in March 2016.  DHR concurs with the revised 

APE and boundaries for archaeological site 44AX0222.  It is our opinion that the archaeological studies 

completed in support of this project are sufficient to identify archaeological properties that may be affected 

by this undertaking.  Furthermore, we concur that the undertaking is not likely to adversely affect 

archaeological sites 44AX0221 and 44AX0222 and support the protective measures and construction 

monitoring proposed for these resources. 

 

As we mentioned in our letter dated January 14, 2016, DHR concurs with FTA that the Potomac Yards 

Metrorail Station project (Build Alternative B – Design Option 2) will adversely affect the Mount Vernon 

Memorial Highway (MVMH), George Washington Memorial Parkway (GWMP), and the Parkways of the 

National Capital Region Multiple Property Document (PCNR), including the Greens Scenic Easement. 

Should the other consulting parties reach consensus on effects, we are ready to begin discussing mitigation to 

be memorialized in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA).  We would be happy to participate in another 

consulting parties meeting at the request of FTA and the other consulting parties.  



 

April 21, 2016 

Mr. Dan Koenig 

DHR File No. 2012-0717 

 

 

Administrative Services 

10 Courthouse Ave. 

Petersburg, VA 23803 

Tel: (804) 862-6408 

Fax: (804) 862-6196 

Eastern Region Office 

2801 Kensington Avenue 

Richmond, VA 23221 

Tel: (804) 367-2323 

Fax: (804) 367-2391 

Western Region Office 

962 Kime Lane 

Salem, VA 24153 

Tel: (540) 387-5443 

Fax: (540) 387-5446 

Northern Region Office 

5357 Main Street 

PO Box 519 

Stephens City, VA 22655 

Tel: (540) 868-7029 

Fax: (540) 868-7033 

 

We look forward to continuing consultation on this project. Should you have any additional questions, please 

contact Andrea Burke, the reviewer assigned to this project at (804) 482-6084, or via email at 

andrea.burke@dhr.virginia.gov.  

  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Roger W. Kirchen, Director 

Review and Compliance Division 

 

 

c: Lee Farmer, City of Alexandria 

 Tammy Stidham, NPS 

 Katy Cannady, Alexandria Historical Society 

 Theresita Crockett-Augustine, USACE 

Jim Ashe, WMATA 
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National Capital Planning Commission Review of Project 
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Pugh, Bill

From: Koenig, Daniel (FTA) <daniel.koenig@dot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2016 3:31 PM
To: 'Tammy Stidham'; Schuyler, Anne
Cc: Hinkle, Jeff; Ashe, James A. (jashe@wmata.com); Pugh, Bill; Niles, Mark; 

lee.farmer@alexandriava.gov
Subject: RE: Potomac Yard Metro land swap

Hi Anne, 
 
I’ll echo Tammy’s comment of thanks and let you know that we’re including your original email correspondence in the 
project record. Thanks again. 
 
-Dan 
 
From: Tammy Stidham [mailto:tammy_stidham@nps.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2016 11:18 AM 
To: Schuyler, Anne 
Cc: Koenig, Daniel (FTA); Hinkle, Jeff 
Subject: Re: Potomac Yard Metro land swap 
 
Anne -  
 
Thank you - the clarity on this matter is much appreciated. We will touch base if we have further questions.  
 
Tammy 
 
On May 3, 2016, at 10:55 AM, Schuyler, Anne <anne.schuyler@ncpc.gov> wrote: 

Daniel and Tammy:  Jeff Hinkle advises you have asked questions about NCPC’s authority over the 
Potomac Yard Metro Land Swap.  I find no authority that requires NCPC independent review of this 
transaction.  The closest authority is Commission review of the transfer of land for construction of 
parkways on both sides of the Potomac pursuant to the Capper-Crampton Act, but the land in question 
is adjacent to the parkway not for parkway construction.   
  
Please advise if further assistance is required. 
  
Regards, 
Anne Schuyler  
General Counsel 
  
  
Anne R. Schuyler 
General Counsel 
401 9th Street, NW, Suite 500, Washington, DC 20004 
(202) 482-7223 (office),  (202)642-0591 (cell) 
anne.schuyler@ncpc.gov 
www.ncpc.gov 
  



2

<image001.jpg> 
  
Caution:  This message may contain information protected from disclosure by attorney-client and/or 
attorney work product privileges or by other applicable laws, regulations or orders.  Do not disseminate 
without the approval of the Office of General Counsel.  If you have received this message in error, please 
notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete all copies of this messsage. 
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Federal Elected Officials 
Mark Warner Senator U.S. Senate  1  
Tim Kaine Senator U.S. Senate  1  
Don Beyer 8th District U.S. House of Representatives  1  
State Elected Officials 
Adam Ebbin 30th District Virginia State Senate  1  
Robert Krupicka, Jr. 45th District Virginia House of Delegates  1  
Local Elected Officials 
William Euille Mayor City of Alexandria  1  
Allison Silberberg Councilman City of Alexandria  1  
John Chapman Councilman City of Alexandria  1  
Timothy Lovain Councilman City of Alexandria  1  
Redella Pepper Councilman City of Alexandria  1  
Paul Smedberg Councilman City of Alexandria  1  
Justin Wilson Councilman City of Alexandria  1  

Mary  Hughes Hynes 
Chair, Arlington County 
Board Arlington County  1  

J. Walter Tejada 
Vice Chair, Arlington 
County Board Arlington County  1  

Jay Fisette 
Member, Arlington 
County Board Arlington County  1  

Libby Garvey 
Member, Arlington 
County Board Arlington County  1  

John Vihstadt 
Member, Arlington 
County Board Arlington County  1  

Muriel Bowser Mayor District of Columbia  1  
Phil Mendelson Council Chairman District of Columbia  1  

Sharon Bulova 
Chairman, At-Large, 
Board of Supervisors Fairfax County  1  

Jeff McKay 
Member, Board of 
Supervisors Fairfax County  1  

Gerald Hyland 
Member, Board of 
Supervisors Fairfax County  1  

Federal Agencies 
Terry Garcia Crews Regional Administrator Federal Transit Administration  1  

Vida Morkunas 
Director of Planning & 
Program Development Federal Transit Administration  1  

Elizabeth Patel 
Environmental Protection 
Specialist Federal Transit Administration 1   

Melissa Barlow Community Planner Federal Transit Administration 1   

Tammy Stidham 
Chief, Planning, 
Compliance & GIS 

National Park Service, National 
Capitol Region 5   

Claire Rozdilski 
Acting Environmental 
Protection Specialist 

National Park Service, George 
Washington Memorial Parkway 5   

Shawn Garvin Region 3 Administrator Environmental Protection Agency  1  

Lourdes Maurice 

Chief Scientist and 
Technical Advisor for 
Environment Federal Aviation Administration  1  

Marisel Lopez-Cruz 
Environmental Protection 
Specialist Federal Highway Administration  1  
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John Winkle Grant Manager Federal Railroad Administration  1  

Elizabeth Miller 
Director, Physical 
Planning Division 

National Capital Planning 
Commission  1  

Theresita 
Crockett-
Augustine 

Northern Virginia Field 
Office U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  1  

Elizabeth Lenyk 
Architect, PM Navy 
Annex Land Transfer U.S. Department of Defense  1  

David  Reese 
Environmental Planning 
Program Manager 

U.S. Department of Homeland 
Security  1  

Barbara Rudnick NEPA Team Leader 
U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency  1  

Cindy Schulz Supervisor U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  1  
Regional, State, and Local Agencies 

Jennifer Green-Ellison 
Acting Secretary, Board 
of Directors 

Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Authority 1   

Jack Requa 

Interim General Manager 
and Chief Executive 
Officer  

Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Authority 1   

James Ashe 
Manager, Environmental 
Planning and Compliance 

Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Authority 20   

William Lebegern 
Manager, Planning 
Department 

Metropolitan Washington Airports 
Authority  1  

Richard Taube Executive Director 
Northern Virginia Transportation 
Commission  1  

Erik Marx 
Director of Planning & 
Operations 

Potomac Rappahannock 
Transportation Commission  1  

William Morrow, Jr. 
Executive Director, 
General Counsel 

Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Commission  1  

Keith Tignor 

State Apiarist, 
Endangered Species 
Coordinator 

Virginia Department of Agriculture 
and Consumer Services  1  

René Hypes 
Project Review 
Coordinator 

Virginia Department of Conservation 
and Recreation  1  

Trisha Beasley Manager 
Virginia Department of 
Environmental Quality  1  

Shirl Dressler Secretary Senior 
Virginia Department of Game and 
Inland Fisheries  1  

Marc E. Holma Architectural Historian 
Virginia Department of Historic 
Resources  1  

Jennifer Mitchell Director 
Virginia Department of Rail and 
Public Transportation  1  

Valerie Pardo 
Transportation Planning 
Manager 

Virginia Department of 
Transportation  1  

Elizabeth Murphy Environmental Engineer 
Virginia Marine Resources 
Commission  1  

James Dyke, Jr. 
Board Member, At-Large 
Urban 

Commonwealth Transportation 
Board  1  

Gary Garczynski 
Board Member, Northern 
Virginia District 

Commonwealth Transportation 
Board  1  

Martin Nohe Chairman 
Northern Virginia Transportation 
Authority  1  

Penelope Gross Chairman 
Northern Virginia Regional 
Commission  1  

Robert Dubé Fire Chief City of Alexandria   1 
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Stephen Haering 
Director, Health 
Department City of Alexandria   1 

Dianne Gittins Deputy Police Chief City of Alexandria   1 
Mark Jinks Acting City Manager City of Alexandria   1 

Jeffrey Farner 

Deputy Director, 
Department of Planning & 
Zoning City of Alexandria   1 

James Spengler 

Director, Department of 
Recreation, Parks, and 
Cultural Activities City of Alexandria   1 

Yon Lambert 
Director, Transportation & 
Environmental Services City of Alexandria   1 

J. Lance Mallamo 
Director, Office of Historic 
Alexandria City of Alexandria   1 

Charles Trozzo 

Chairman, Alexandria 
Restoration and 
Preservation Commission City of Alexandria   1 

Al Cox 
Historic Preservation 
Manager City of Alexandria   1 

Catherine Miliaras Urban Planner City of Alexandria   1 
Pamela Cressey City Archeologist City of Alexandria   1 
Francine Bromberg City Archeologist City of Alexandria   1 

Steven Cover 

Director of Community 
Planning, Housing, & 
Development Arlington County   1 

Dennis Leach Director of Transportation Arlington County   1 
Rebeccah Ballo Preservation Planner Arlington County   1 

Chuck Bean Executive Director 
Metropolitan Washington Council of 
Governments  1  

Leif Dormsjo Director 
District of Columbia Department of 
Transportation  1  

Donald Halligan 

Director, Office of 
Planning and Capital 
Programming 

Maryland Department of 
Transportation  1  

Robert Smith Administrator Maryland Transit Administration  1  
Libraries and Community Centers 
  City Clerk's Office City of Alexandria 1   

Anton Murray 
James M. Duncan Branch 
Library City of Alexandria 1   

Anton Murray 
Charles E. Beatley, Jr. 
Central Library City of Alexandria 1   

Angela Redfearn 
Cora Kelly Recreation 
Center City of Alexandria 1   

Gail Koritansky 
Aurora Hills Branch 
Library Arlington County 1   

Other Interested Parties and Property Owners 
Ben Beisterveld Project Manager CSX Transportation   1 
Christine Hoeffner Manager Virginia Railway Express   1 
Stephen Gardner Vice President Amtrak   1 
Andrew Vanhorn Senior Vice President JGB   1 
Daniel Dubrowski Partner Lionstone Investments   1 
Jonathan Rak Partner McGuireWoods   1 
Steve Collins Director of Entitlements Potomac Yard Development, LLC   1 
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Mark Anderson President 
Potomac Greens Homeowners 
Association   1 

   
Potomac Yard Homeowners 
Association   1 

Mary Kendall President 
Old Town Greens Townhome 
Owners Association   1 

Barbara Draughon President Lynhaven Civic Association   1 
Mary Jane Kramer President NorthEast Citizens’ Association   1 

Christa Watters President 
North Old Town Independent 
Citizens Association   1 

Townsend Van Fleet President Old Town Civic Association   1 
Leslie Zupan President West Old Town Citizens Association   1 

Ali Ahmad Co-Chair 
Alexandria Federation of Civic 
Associations   1 

Carol Supplee President 
Old Town Business and 
Professional Association   1 

Katy Cannady Director Alexandria Historical Society   1 
Jim Oliver President Aurora Highlands Civic Association   1 
Jay Nestlerode President Del Ray Citizens Association   1 
Colleen Stover President Hume Springs Citizens Association   1 
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Federal Elected Officials 
Mark Warner Senator U.S. Senate  1  
Tim Kaine Senator U.S. Senate  1  
Don Beyer 8th District U.S. House of Representatives  1  
State Elected Officials 
Adam Ebbin 30th District Virginia State Senate  1  
Mark Levine 45th District Virginia House of Delegates  1  
Local Elected Officials 
Allison Silberberg Mayor City of Alexandria  1  
Justin Wilson Vice Mayor City of Alexandria  1  
Willie Bailey, Sr. Councilman City of Alexandria  1  
John Chapman Councilman City of Alexandria  1  
Timothy Lovain Councilman City of Alexandria  1  
Redella Pepper Councilman City of Alexandria  1  
Paul Smedberg Councilman City of Alexandria  1  

Libby Garvey 
Chair, Arlington County 
Board Arlington County  1  

Jay Fisette 
Vice Chair, Arlington 
County Board Arlington County  1  

Katie Cristol 
Member, Arlington 
County Board Arlington County  1  

Christian Dorsey 
Member, Arlington 
County Board Arlington County  1  

John Vihstadt 
Member, Arlington 
County Board Arlington County  1  

Muriel Bowser Mayor District of Columbia  1  
Phil Mendelson Council Chairman District of Columbia  1  

Sharon Bulova 
Chairman, At-Large, 
Board of Supervisors Fairfax County  1  

Jeff McKay 
Member, Board of 
Supervisors Fairfax County  1  

Daniel Storck 
Member, Board of 
Supervisors Fairfax County  1  

Federal Agencies 
Terry Garcia Crews Regional Administrator Federal Transit Administration  1  

Vida Morkunas 
Director of Planning & 
Program Development Federal Transit Administration  1  

Dan Koenig 
Environmental Protection 
Specialist Federal Transit Administration 1   

Melissa McGill Community Planner Federal Transit Administration 1   

Tammy Stidham 
Chief, Planning, 
Compliance & GIS 

National Park Service, National 
Capitol Region 5   

Brad Krueger 
Cultural Resources 
Specialist 

National Park Service, George 
Washington Memorial Parkway 5   

Shawn Garvin Region 3 Administrator Environmental Protection Agency  1  

Lourdes Maurice 
Executive Director for 
Environment and Energy Federal Aviation Administration  1  

Marisel Lopez-Cruz 
Environmental Protection 
Specialist Federal Highway Administration  1  

John Winkle Grant Manager Federal Railroad Administration  1  



  Appendix J – List of Final EIS Recipients 

June 2016  Potomac Yard Metrorail Station EIS / Final EIS J-2 

First Name Last Name Title Organization H
ar

d
 C

o
p

y 
 

(V
o

lu
m

e 
I 

&
 C

D
) 

E
xe

cu
ti

ve
 

S
u

m
m

ar
y 

&
 C

D
  

E
xe

cu
ti

ve
 

S
u

m
m

ar
y 

w
it

h
 

W
eb

li
n

k 

Elizabeth Miller 
Director, Physical 
Planning Division 

National Capital Planning 
Commission  1  

Theresita 
Crockett-
Augustine 

Northern Virginia Field 
Office U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  1  

Elizabeth Lenyk 
Architect, PM Navy 
Annex Land Transfer U.S. Department of Defense  1  

David  Reese 
Environmental Planning 
Program Manager 

U.S. Department of Homeland 
Security  1  

Lindy Nelson 
Regional Environmental 
Officer U.S. Department of the Interior  1  

Barbara Rudnick NEPA Team Leader 
U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency  1  

Cindy Schulz Supervisor U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  1  
Regional, State, and Local Agencies 

Jennifer Green-Ellison 
Acting Secretary, Board 
of Directors 

Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Authority 1   

Paul Wiedefeld General Manager  
Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Authority 1   

James Ashe 
Manager, Environmental 
Planning and Compliance 

Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Authority 20   

William Lebegern 
Manager, Planning 
Department 

Metropolitan Washington Airports 
Authority  1  

Kelley Coyner Executive Director 
Northern Virginia Transportation 
Commission  1  

Erik Marx Interim Executive Director 
Potomac Rappahannock 
Transportation Commission  1  

William Morrow, Jr. Executive Director 
Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Commission  1  

Keith Tignor 

State Apiarist, 
Endangered Species 
Coordinator 

Virginia Department of Agriculture 
and Consumer Services  1  

René Hypes 
Project Review 
Coordinator 

Virginia Department of Conservation 
and Recreation  1  

Trisha Beasley 
Wetlands Protection 
Program Manager 

Virginia Department of 
Environmental Quality  1  

Shirl Dressler Secretary Senior 
Virginia Department of Game and 
Inland Fisheries  1  

Marc E. Holma Architectural Historian 
Virginia Department of Historic 
Resources  1  

Jennifer Mitchell Director 
Virginia Department of Rail and 
Public Transportation  1  

Valerie Pardo 
Transportation Planning 
Manager 

Virginia Department of 
Transportation  1  

Elizabeth Murphy Environmental Engineer 
Virginia Marine Resources 
Commission  1  

James Dyke, Jr. 
Board Member, At-Large 
Urban 

Commonwealth Transportation 
Board  1  

Gary Garczynski 
Board Member, Northern 
Virginia District 

Commonwealth Transportation 
Board  1  

Martin Nohe Chairman 
Northern Virginia Transportation 
Authority  1  

Penelope Gross Chairman 
Northern Virginia Regional 
Commission  1  

Robert Dubé Fire Chief City of Alexandria   1 
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Stephen Haering 
Director, Health 
Department City of Alexandria   1 

Earl Cook Police Chief City of Alexandria   1 
Mark Jinks City Manager City of Alexandria   1 

Jeffrey Farner 

Deputy Director, 
Department of Planning & 
Zoning City of Alexandria   1 

James Spengler 

Director, Department of 
Recreation, Parks, and 
Cultural Activities City of Alexandria   1 

Yon Lambert 
Director, Transportation & 
Environmental Services City of Alexandria   1 

J. Lance Mallamo 
Director, Office of Historic 
Alexandria City of Alexandria   1 

Charles Trozzo 

Chairman, Alexandria 
Restoration and 
Preservation Commission City of Alexandria   1 

Al Cox 
Historic Preservation 
Manager City of Alexandria   1 

Catherine Miliaras Urban Planner City of Alexandria   1 
Pamela Cressey City Archeologist City of Alexandria   1 
Francine Bromberg City Archeologist City of Alexandria   1 

Steven Cover 

Director of Community 
Planning, Housing, & 
Development Arlington County   1 

Dennis Leach Director of Transportation Arlington County   1 
Rebeccah Ballo Preservation Planner Arlington County   1 

Chuck Bean Executive Director 
Metropolitan Washington Council of 
Governments  1  

Leif Dormsjo Director 
District of Columbia Department of 
Transportation  1  

Heather Murphy 

Director, Office of 
Planning and Capital 
Programming 

Maryland Department of 
Transportation  1  

Paul Comfort Administrator Maryland Transit Administration  1  
Libraries and Community Centers 
  City Clerk's Office City of Alexandria 1   

Anton Murray 
James M. Duncan Branch 
Library City of Alexandria 1   

Anton Murray 
Charles E. Beatley, Jr. 
Central Library City of Alexandria 1   

Angela Redfearn 
Cora Kelly Recreation 
Center City of Alexandria 1   

Gail Koritansky 
Aurora Hills Branch 
Library Arlington County 1   

Other Interested Parties and Property Owners 
Ben Beisterveld Project Manager CSX Transportation   1 
Christine Hoeffner Manager Virginia Railway Express   1 
Stephen Gardner Vice President Amtrak   1 
Andrew Vanhorn Senior Vice President JGB   1 
Daniel Dubrowski Partner Lionstone Investments   1 
Jonathan Rak Partner McGuireWoods   1 
Steve Collins Director of Entitlements Potomac Yard Development, LLC   1 
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Mark Anderson President 
Potomac Greens Homeowners 
Association   1 

   
Potomac Yard Homeowners 
Association   1 

Mary Kendall President 
Old Town Greens Townhome 
Owners Association   1 

Barbara Draughon President Lynhaven Civic Association   1 
Mary Jane Kramer President NorthEast Citizens’ Association   1 

Christa Watters President 
North Old Town Independent 
Citizens Association   1 

Townsend Van Fleet President Old Town Civic Association   1 
Leslie Zupan President West Old Town Citizens Association   1 

Ali Ahmad Co-Chair 
Alexandria Federation of Civic 
Associations   1 

Carol Supplee President 
Old Town Business and 
Professional Association   1 

Katy Cannady Director Alexandria Historical Society   1 
Jim Oliver President Aurora Highlands Civic Association   1 
Jay Nestlerode President Del Ray Citizens Association   1 
Colleen Stover President Hume Springs Citizens Association   1 
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Honorable william D Euille, Mayor
and Members of City Council

City ofAlexandria
City Hall Room 2300

301 King St.

Alexandria, VA 22314

May 14, 2015

Dear Mayor Euille and Members ofCouncil,

I am writing on behalfofthe City's Beautification Commission to inform you ofthe Commission's views

and concerns regarding the proposed Potomac Yard Metrorail Station. The Beautification Commission

supports the City staffendorsement of Build Alternative B, provided suitable efforts are taken to

maintain the existing viewshed from the George Washington Memorial Parkway (GWMP), mitiSate

impacls on existing wetla nds and the scenic easement, minimize alterations to Potomac Yard Park, and

minimize the increase in impermeable surfaces in the station design.

The commission strong'y reaommends that Construction Access option 2 be selected in order to
maintain the existing viewshed from the George washington Memorial Parkway. The temporary

convenience ofconstruction access from the GWMP is far outweished by the long_lasting degradation of
user experience.

The Commission is encouraged by the framework net benefit agreement reached with the National Park

service regarding the Greens Scenic Area easement for mitigating impacts and the loss of parkland

within the 6WMP. ln addition to the terms outlined in Table 2 and Appendix B of the staff
recommendation, the commission requests careful consideration of mitigation efforts to minimize the
permanent and temporary impactsto the wetlands. The commission recommends thatthe land

remaining in this important ecological area after construction ofthe MetrorailStation be improved by

removing non-native trees and vegetation.

As you may be aware, the Commission recognized PotomacYard Park in its 2014 annualawards forthe
park's contribution tothe beautification ofthe City. The park is a tremendous asset to the area and has

proven to be very popular with localfamilies. Build Alternative B, though notthe most intrusive ofthe
build alternatives, will have temporary and permanent impacts on this park. The Draft Environmental

lmpact statement indicatesthat one station exit will be located at the nonhern end of Potomac Yard

Park. lf it is not possible to movethe station outside ofthe park duringfinal station design, we ask that
miti8ation measures be taken to minimize the impact ofthis intrusion into the park.

Lastly, the Commission is concerned aboutthe increase in impermeable surfaces in the Potomac Yard

area with the addition ofthe proposed M etro rail Station. lmpermeable surfaces contribute to the
pollution ofsurface waterand do not permitthe water table to be naturally recharged, among other ill
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effects. True beautification of the city requires careful consideration of the environmental impad of
new development, and we request that the final desiSn of the Metrora il Station incorporate permeable

surfaces to the Sreatest extent possible.

While we recognire thatthere are many factors that will contribute to the final Metrora il Station build

option selection and design, we subrnitthatthe Eoalof beautirying our City remains important and

should not be overlooked. We believe that the proposed Metrora il Station will play an important role in

the future of Alexandria and hope that it will contribute to the future beautification ofAlexandria as

well.

)\".tr,try, /j

D^* l(u,,*,#-
Denise [, Tennant
Chair, Beautif ication Commis5ion



 

 
                    
 
 

DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION, PARKS 
AND CULTURAL ACTIVITIES 

1108 Jefferson Street 
Alexandria, Virginia 22314 

Phone: (703) 746-4343 
Fax: (703) 746-5585 

James B. Spengler, Director 
  

Park and Recreation Commission 
 
 
May 15, 2015   
 
Mayor William Euille  
Vice Mayor Allison Silberberg 
Councilman John Taylor Chapman     Re: Potomac Yard Metro Station 
Councilman Timothy B. Lovain 
Councilwoman Redella S. Pepper 
Councilman Paul C. Smedberg 
Councilman Justin M. Wilson 
 
Dear Mayor Euille and City Council Members: 
 

The Park and Recreation Commission supports the staff recommendation of Alternative B as the location 
for the Potomac Yard Metro Station because it is consistent with park plans and goals.  

 
Throughout the process, the Commission has received reports from staff regarding the various options, 

including taking a walking tour of the various proposed sites. Alternative A would either destroy or significantly and 
negatively impact the newly constructed play spaces and water feature in Potomac Yard park and would mean that 
the largest section of that linear park would not be usable as parkland. Alternative B has a much smaller impact on 
the existing Potomac Yard Park, as it will land in a plaza area that was initially conceived as a landing point for a 
pedestrian bridge. 

 
Although the Commission supports the staff recommendation, the Commission does so with the following 

four pieces of advice related to issues of concern to the Commission.  
 
First, and presence of the Metro station at Potomac Yard will undoubtedly increase use of the Potomac 

Yard Park and the pedestrian and bicycle trail. The increased use will result in the need for significant additional 
maintenance including the need for additional trash pick-up, among other things. Council must plan now to make 
available the appropriate funding to ensure that the increased needs created by increased use related to Metro can be 
met.  

 
Second, the Potomac Yard bicycle and pedestrian trail is a key element for the success of the Metro station, 

as residents and visitors will be able to safely walk and bike to and from the station. The Commission urges Council 
to ensure that the planning and design process includes areas for bicycle share stations and personal bicycle parking. 
There are many examples of innovative bicycle parking solutions around the world. The planning process should 
include consideration of creative solutions for bicycle parking. The Commission expects to see bicycle parking and 
bicycle share stations accounted for in the design phase.  
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Third, to the extent entrances to the station are in a park, those entrances must be designed as park features 
so that they are consistent with and seamless with the character and use of the surrounding park. Council should 
direct staff to ensure that the planning and design process includes the consideration of the station entrances as park 
elements.  

 
Fourth, Council should direct staff to make every effort to ensure that both Potomac Greens Park and 

Potomac Yard Park remain safe and accessible throughout the construction phase. Council should ensure that 
appropriate maintenance of the parks continues throughout the construction phase to keep the parks safe and 
accessible. If areas of the parks must be made inaccessible for safety reasons, the time of inaccessibility should be as 
limited as possible and adequate communication regarding alternatives must be made to the public. To the extent 
that, for example, the Potomac Yard pedestrian and bicycle trail might become unusable at some point during 
construction, there must be a well-designated detour to ensure appropriate through travel for cyclists and 
pedestrians. Likewise, any interruption to the safe use of the play space in Potomac Greens Park must be limited and 
well communicated to the community. 

 
  The Commission supports the addition of Metro to Potomac Yard and urges Council to take steps to make 
clear that the planning, design, and construction process must include careful attention to ensure the existing 
Potomac Yard Park and Potomac Greens Park are enhanced by the presence of the Metro station. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Jennifer Atkins, Co-Chair 
Park and Recreation Commission 
 
 
 

https://trust.docusign.com




BOARD OF ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW (OLD AND HISTORIC DISTRICT) 

ACTION, APRIL 29, 2015*: 

Ms. Roberts made a motion to support Alternative B as the preferred station alternative, based on 

its consistency with the relevant Standards listed in Section 10-105 of the zoning ordinance, with 

the following conditions:  

1. If Alternative B is selected, the BAR recommends that any potential impacts of the 

station design include, at a minimum, the following mitigation:  

a. Construction access shall not occur from the GWMP.  

b. The overall station design should use materials that are appropriate to the local 

Alexandria building traditions and the original GWMP infrastructure construction.  

c. Particular attention must be paid to the following elements to insure that they are 

harmonious with the old and historic aspect of the GWMP:  

i. Landscape berms and retaining wall materials that minimize the apparent 

height of the overall structure and blend with the natural landscape, using 

materials already found on the GWMP, such as stone;  

ii. The roof design and materials of the station;  

iii. The form and materials of the platform roof and the pedestrian bridges must 

be as visually light as possible;  

iv. Lighting must be minimal, directed away from the Parkway, and should 

complement the station design; and  

v. The height of the structures should be minimized to the maximum extent 

possible.  

2. The BAR will be actively involved in the schematic design of the station, through the 

BAR Concept Review process, and at each appropriate step in the station design review 

process until a Certificate of Appropriateness is approved.  

Ms. Roberts further moved that, although Alternative B is the only location within the Old and 

Historic Alexandria District, the BAR is concerned that the viewshed from the GWMP and that 

the memorial character of the GWMP be protected, including aspects of the cultural landscape 

such as historic grading, historic trees and historic wetlands, regardless of which station 

alternative is selected. 

 

 

 

* The minutes from the April 29, 2015 Board of Architectural Review meeting are still in draft form. 

Formal approval will take place on May 20, 2015. 

  



PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION, MAY 5, 2015: On a motion by Vice Chairman Dunn, 

seconded by Commissioner Wasowski, the Planning Commission voted to recommend 

Alternative B, with construction access Option 2, for the Potomac Yard Metro Station and 

determined that it is consistent with the City's Master Plan. The motion carried on a vote of 5 to 

0 with Commissioner Lyle absent and Commissioner Macek recusing himself.  

Reason: The Planning Commission agreed with the staff analysis that the provision of a 

Metrorail station, specifically in the location of Alternative B, is most consistent with and 

represented in the preceding planning processes and documents. Further commentary discussed 

that the impacts to the George Washington Memorial Parkway can be mitigated through 

collaboration already outlined through the draft net benefits agreement with the National Park 

Service, and that the Alternative B location minimizes impacts to the linear park [Potomac Yard 

Park] in Potomac Yard. 
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AGREEMENT 

REGARDING POTOMAC YARD METRORAIL STATION 

Between the 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

And 

THE CITY OF ALEXANDRIA 

This is an Agreement, by and between the NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, acting through the 

Regional Director, National Capital Region (NPS), and the CITY OF ALEXANDRIA, (COA) 

(together, the Parties). 

ARTICLE I – BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES  

The George Washington Memorial Parkway (GWMP) is land owned by the United States, and is 

part of the National Park System, administered by the NPS.  The GWMP comprises a total of 

7,146 acres and extends 38.3 miles on both sides of the Potomac River in Virginia and Maryland.  

The Mount Vernon Memorial Highway (MVMH) is part of the GWMP and is nationally 

significant “as the first parkway constructed and maintained by the U.S. government and is the 

first road with a commemorative function explicit in its name and alignment.”  The GWMP and 

the MVMH are listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

The Green Scenic Area Easement (GSE), an easement administered by the NPS, covers 15.27 

acres north of the Potomac Greens neighborhood, land owned by the COA. The purpose of the 

easement is to conserve and preserve the natural vegetation, topography, habitat, and other 

natural features within its area. The GSE is intended to provide a buffer between the GWMP and 

the development in Potomac Yard.  The scenic easement stipulates that no improvements shall 

be constructed or installed within the GSE, and prohibits clearing, grading, or tree removal, 

except for uses such as light passive recreation and underground utilities. The GSE has been 

determined eligible for listing in the NRHP. 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA), as the lead Federal agency, and the City of 

Alexandria, as the project sponsor and joint lead agency, in cooperation with the Washington 

Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA), and the NPS, prepared a Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement (DEIS) and Draft Section 4f Evaluation (April 2015) for the proposed new 

Potomac Yard Metrorail station (PYMS) and ancillary facilities located at Potomac Yard within 

the City of Alexandria. 

On May 20, 2015, the COA City Council adopted Resolution No. 2676, which selected DEIS 

Alternative B as the “locally preferred alternative,” along with Option 2 for construction.  That 

resolution also authorized the COA to negotiate this Agreement. 

Alternative B with Option 2 would require the permanent use of 0.16 acres and the temporary 

use of 0.55 acres of NPS-administered land from the GWMP and MVMH, and would have 
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substantial impacts to park natural and cultural resources.  It would also require the permanent 

use of 1.71 acres and temporary use of 3.09 acres of the GSE. 

The purpose of this Agreement is to document the mitigation measures and series of 

enhancements to be implemented in order to minimize harm to the GWMP as a result of the 

PYMS and to incorporate measures into the PYMS, so that the PYMS would have a “net-

benefit” to the GWMP.  A “net benefit” is achieved when (1) the transportation use, (2) the 

measures to minimize harm, and (3) the mitigation incorporated into the project are found to 

result in an overall enhancement of a Section 4(f) property when compared to both the No-Build 

and Avoidance alternatives and the present condition of the Section 4(f) property.   

The NPS and the COA enter into this Agreement regarding the means by which to sufficiently 

mitigate the loss of park and easement land and the impacts to park resources.  The actions set 

out in this agreement will be carried out after the completion of the National Environmental 

Policy Act process, as well as compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act and 

Section 4(f), are completed, if a Record of Decision is executed by FTA and the NPS to 

implement Alternative B Option 2. 

ARTICLE II – AUTHORITY 

A. For NPS:

54 U.S.C. 100101, et seq. –The NPS Organic Act directs the Secretary of the Interior to 

promote and regulate National Park System lands by such means and measures as to conform 

to the fundamental purpose of such lands, namely conservation of the scenery and natural 

and historic objects and wildlife therein, and to provide for the enjoyment of these resources 

in a manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future 

generations. 

B. For COA:

The COA is empowered to enter into this agreement by virtue of the authority expressly 

granted to it by the General Assembly of the Commonwealth of Virginia in the COA’s 

Charter, including the authority set forth in Charter Sections 2.02(c) and Section 2.03.   

ARTICLE III – STATEMENT OF WORK 

The NPS and the COA agree: 

A. Exchange of Land

1. The United States will convey to the COA in fee approximately 0.16 acres of land

within the GWMP, and it will release its easement over approximately 1.71 acres
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of the GSE to the extent needed for the construction of the station.  The terms of 

the United States easement over 6.32 acres of the GSE will remain unchanged.   

2. The COA will convey to the United States, in fee, the remaining 7.24 acres of the

GSE (Exhibit A), unless the Environmental Site Assessments determine that such

land is contaminated and unable to be accepted by the NPS, in which case a parcel

or parcels of equal appraised fair market value mutually agreeable to the COA

and the NPS will be exchanged.

3. The acreages of land in the above referenced exchange are based on what has

been currently defined in the DEIS.  The exact amount of land to be exchanged

between the Parties will be determined through further design of the station, the

completion of the FEIS and the results of Environmental Site Assessments.  .

4. By law the interests in the lands or interests in land to be exchanged by the parties

must be of approximately equal appraised fair market value. By agreement of the

parties, values may be equalized by subtracting land from a parcel proposed for

exchange; by an equalization payment from one party to the other; or, if the value

of the land or interests in land conveyed by COA to the United States is greater

than the value of the land or interests in land conveyed by the United States to

COA, the COA may at its own discretion donate the difference in values to the

United States.

5. Within 120 days of execution of the ROD by FTA and the ROD by NPS,

assuming the decisions in those RODs are consistent with this Agreement, the

Parties shall enter into a land exchange agreement that will designate the specific

parcels to be exchanged, and provide the terms, conditions, and process by which

the land exchange shall occur.  The land exchange agreement shall provide:

a. Access to the new Metrorail Station across the land conveyed to the

United States for maintenance and emergency response, via recorded

easements in accordance with WMATA standards.  The COA may also

reserve necessary rights for access to and maintenance of stormwater

facilities, as well as any other existing easements.  In addition, the COA

may reserve such temporary rights as may be necessary for staging and

storage within the GSE during construction of the PYMS and related

ancillary facilities.  The parties will work together to minimize the

amount of such staging and storage to the extent reasonably practicable.

b. The COA shall be responsible for the cost and expense to obtain Level I

Environmental Site Assessments, surveys, title evidence or insurance,

and appraisals for the land to be exchanged.
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c. Public access to the GSE, including any related infrastructure and

maintenance thereof.

B. Minimization and Mitigation of Visual Impact to the GWMP

The COA shall: 

1. The COA will impose limitations on height and other restrictions on items such as

materials, signage, and lighting on portions of North Potomac Yard adjacent to

the GWMP via ordinance.  In addition, the COA will seek an agreement, if

possible, with the property owner to establish the restrictions on heights, signage

and lighting as legally binding covenants or easements.

2. Work to ensure that the design of the Potomac Yard Metro Station and related

landscaping, including planting, plant selection and berms, will be done in a

manner that mitigates the visual impact of the station on the GWMP and includes

NPS as a participant in the design process.

3. Work  with  WMATA  to  develop  a  design-build process  that  enables  a

higher  level  of  COA involvement  with specific  high-visibility  elements  of

the  station,  and incorporates NPS participation into this process.

4. In cooperation with WMATA, develop alternative construction staging locations

that minimize or avoid the use of the GWMP to the extent reasonably practicable.

C. Compensatory Mitigation Fund

The COA shall provide a total of $12 million for the NPS Impact Fund Account, which was 

established by the July 10, 2015, Memorandum of Agreement between the National Park 

Service and The Conservation Fund.  The COA shall convey the $12 million to the NPS 

Impact Fund Account when the design/build contract is awarded.  The funds will be paid into 

the Account and administered pursuant to the terms of that Memorandum of Agreement.  The 

funds will be used in order to fund appropriate compensatory mitigation projects to minimize 

or offset the unavoidable impacts of the PYMS on natural and cultural resources within the 

GWMP. For purposes of this Agreement, natural and cultural resources include lands, waters, 

animals, plants, cultural and historic sites and objects, and other natural or human-made 

resources under the jurisdiction of the NPS to the GWMP.  The funds shall be used and 

distributed as described below: 

1. $300,000 shall be reserved for the preparation of a stormwater management plan for

Daingerfield Island and the adjacent section of the GWMP, where there is a known

stormwater issue.
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2. $2,500,000 shall be reserved for implementation of the stormwater management plan

described above for Daingerfield Island and the adjacent section of GWMP, with a

maximum project area of approximately 45 acres.

3. $325,000 shall be reserved for the preparation of a Daingerfield Island Master Plan,

which will address improvements to visitor services, facilities, recreation, and park

amenities. The preparation of the Plan shall be prepared in coordination with the

COA with a target date of completion of no later than January 1, 2020.

4. $6,000,000 shall be reserved for implementation of the recommendations of the

Daingerfield Island Master Plan referenced herein.  The target date for obligating

funds of the improvements shall be no later than January 1, 2023.

5. $1,000,000 shall be reserved for the implementation of repairs and improvements to

the Mount Vernon Trail within the City of Alexandria. The target date for completing

the improvements shall be no later than January 1, 2018

6. $200,000 shall be reserved for a vegetation survey for the south section of the GWMP

(from Four Mile Run to Mount Vernon) to evaluate the number, type, size, age, and

health of the existing vegetation.

7. $200,000 shall be reserved for the preparation of a GWMP Facility Management plan

that will include a drainage plan.

8. $1,475,000 shall be reserved that may be used on some or all (to be determined solely

by the NPS) of the following projects for the GWMP:

a. Preparation of an updated National Register of Historic Places nomination for the

Mount Vernon Memorial Highway

b. Preparation of a Cultural Landscape Report for the GWMP south of Alexandria to

include treatment recommendations.

c. Implementation of treatment recommendations based on the findings of the

Cultural Landscape Report for the GWMP (Virginia Tech 2009) and the Cultural

Landscape Report for GWMP south of Alexandria.

d. Invasive plant management, restoration planting, and monitoring efforts for

GWMP within the vicinity of the project area and south of Alexandria.

e. Preparation of an Archeological Overview and Assessment of the GWMP south

of Alexandria.
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f. Completion of a Viewshed Protection Plan to include a viewshed inventory and

assessment of the south section George Washington Memorial Parkway north and

south of Alexandria.

g. Completion of a Visitor Use Survey and Visitor Use Management Plan for the

entire GWMP.

h. Preparation of a Resource Stewardship Strategy for the entire GWMP.

ARTICLE IV - EFFECTIVE DATE 

This Agreement is effective on the date of the last signature affixed. 

ARTICLE V - TERM OF AGREEMENT 

This Task Agreement will become effective on the date of final signature and will expire ten (10) 

years from that date.  

ARTICLE VI – KEY OFFICIALS 

A. Key officials are essential to ensure maximum coordination and communications between

the parties and the work being performed. They are:

1. For the NPS:

Peter May

Associate Regional Director - Lands, Planning, and Design

National Park Service - National Capital Region

1100 Ohio Drive SW, Washington, DC 20242

(202) 619 7025

pmay@nps.gov

Alexcy Romero 

Superintendent, George Washington Memorial Parkway 

700 George Washington Memorial Parkway 

c/o Turkey Run Park 

McLean, VA 22101 

(703)-289-2511 

Alex_romero@nps.gov 
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For the COA: 

Mark Jinks 

City Manager 

City of Alexandria 

301 King Street 

Alexandria, VA 22314 

703-746-4300

Mark.Jinks@alexandriava.gov

Joanna C. Anderson 

Deputy City Attorney 

City of Alexandria 

301 King Street 

Alexandria, VA 22314 

703-746-3750

Joanna.Anderson@alexandriava.gov

B. Communications - The COA will address any communication regarding this Agreement

to the NPS contacts.  The NPS will address any communication regarding this Agreement

to the COA contacts.

C. Changes in Key Officials - Neither the NPS nor the COA may make any permanent

change in a key official without written notice to the other party reasonably in advance of

the proposed change. The notice will include a justification with sufficient detail to

permit evaluation of the impact of such a change on the scope of work specified within

this Agreement. Any permanent change in key officials will be made only by

modification to this Agreement.

ARTICLE VII - DISBURSEMENT OF FUNDS 

The total amount of the cash benefits under this Agreement will not exceed the sum of 

$12,000,000.   

The NPS may shift amounts from one project to another with written notification to the COA, as 

long as the amount shifted is less than 20% of the amount for any specific project.  Proposed 

shifts that result in a change in excess of 20% to any single specific project require written 

notification to and approval by the COA.  However, if a project on the list is completed and has a 

remaining surplus exceeding 20% of the allocated amount, the NPS may reallocate these 

remaining funds to other projects on the list solely with written notification to the COA. 
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The NPS will be working with The Conservation Fund to implement the stipulations of the 

Agreement.  The COA shall transmit funds via wire transfer to the Conservation Fund using the 

following instructions: 

The Conservation Fund  

1655 N. Fort Myer Dr., Suite 1300 

Arlington, VA 22209  

WIRE TO: SunTrust Bank 

7818 Parham Road  

Richmond, VA 23294 

CREDIT TO: The Conservation Fund 

ACCOUNT NO: 202132617  

ABA NO: 061000104  

WIRE ADVICE TO: Please reference The Conservation Fund’s project name and/or project 

number. BANK CONTACT: Deniece Garrett (202) 879-6281 

ARTICLE VIII – SCHEDULE FOR EXPENDITURE OF FUNDS 

The NPS, working with the Conservation Fund, will use commercially reasonable best efforts to 

expend the funds described in this Agreement.  Upon receipt of funds by the Conservation Fund, 

a schedule for expenditure of funds will be developed that will include targets for obligation, 

completion of planning and design, and implementation. 

ARTICLE IX – REPORTING 

The NPS will prepare an annual financial review and narrative status report that will be 

submitted to COA by June 31 of the year following each calendar year.   

ARTICLE X – MODIFICATION AND TERMINATION 

A. This Agreement may be modified only by a written instrument executed by the parties.

B. Either party may terminate this Agreement by providing the other party with thirty (30)

days advance written notice until the Parties begin taking the actions described in Article

III herein, after which neither may terminate the Agreement. In the event that one party

provides the other party with notice of its intention to terminate, the parties will meet

promptly to discuss the logistics of such termination.
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ARTICLE XI – GENERAL PROVISIONS 

A. Non-Discrimination: All activities pursuant to or in association with this Agreement shall

be conducted without discrimination on grounds of race, color, sexual orientation,

national origin, disabilities, religion, age, or sex, as well as in compliance with the

requirements of any applicable federal laws, regulations, or policies prohibiting such

discrimination.

B. NPS Appropriations: Pursuant to 31 U.S.C. § 1341, nothing contained in this Agreement

shall be construed to obligate NPS, the Department, or the United States of America to

any current or future expenditure of funds in advance of the availability of appropriations

from Congress and their administrative allocation for the purposes of this Agreement, nor

does this Agreement obligate NPS, the Department, or the United States of America to

spend funds on any particular project or purpose, even if funds are available.

C. Member of Congress: Pursuant to 41 U.S.C. § 22, no Member of Congress shall be

admitted to any share or part of any contract or agreement made, entered into, or adopted

by or on behalf of the United States, or to any benefit to arise thereupon.

D. Lobbying Prohibition: Pursuant to 18 U.S.C. §1913, no part of the money appropriated

by any enactment of Congress shall, in the absence of express authorization by Congress,

be used directly or indirectly to pay for any personal service, advertisement, telegram,

telephone, letter, printed or written matter, or other device, intended or designed to

influence in any manner a Member of Congress, a jurisdiction, or an official of any

government, to favor, adopt, or oppose, by vote or otherwise, any legislation, law,

ratification, policy, or appropriation, whether before or after the introduction of any bill,

measure, or resolution proposing such legislation, law, ratification, policy, or

appropriation; but this shall not prevent officers or employees of the United States or of

its departments or agencies from communicating to any such Members or official, at his

request, or to Congress or such official, through the proper official channels, requests for

legislation, law, ratification, policy, or appropriations which they deem necessary for the

efficient conduct of the public business, or from making any communication whose

prohibition by this section might, in the opinion of the Attorney General, violate the

Constitution or interfere with the conduct of foreign policy, counterintelligence,

intelligence, or national security activities. Violations of this section shall constitute

violations of section 1352(a) of title 31.

E. Third Parties Not to Benefit: This Agreement does not grant rights or benefits of any

nature to any third party.

F. Assignment, Binding Effect:  Neither party may assign any of its rights or obligations

under this Agreement without the prior written consent of the other party. This

Agreement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the parties hereto and their
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respective successors and permitted assigns.  The parties waive the defense of lack of 

consideration.  

G. Non-exclusive: This Agreement in no way restricts the parties from entering into similar

agreements, or participating in similar activities or arrangements, with other public or

private agencies, organizations, or individuals.

H. Compliance with Applicable Laws: This Agreement and performance hereunder is

subject to all applicable laws, regulations and government policies, whether now in force

or hereafter enacted or promulgated.  Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed as (i)

in any way affecting the authority of the NPS to supervise, regulate, and administer its

property under applicable laws, regulations, and management plans or policies as they

may be modified from time-to-time or (ii) inconsistent with or contrary to the purpose or

intent of any Act of Congress.

I. Disclaimers of Government Endorsement: The Partner will not publicize or circulate

materials (such as advertisements, solicitations, brochures, press releases, speeches,

pictures, movies, articles, manuscripts, or other publications), suggesting, expressly or

implicitly, that the that the United States of America, the Department, NPS, or any

government employee endorses any business, brands, goods or services.

J. Public Release of Information: The Partner must obtain prior written approval through

the NPS Key Official (or his or her designate) for any public information releases

(including advertisements, solicitations, brochures, and press releases) related to the

Agreement that refer to the Department of the Interior, any bureau, park unit, or

employee (by name or title), or to this Agreement.  The specific text, layout, photographs,

etc., of the proposed release must be submitted with the request for approval.  The NPS

will make a good-faith effort to expeditiously respond to such requests. The foregoing

shall not apply to any non-substantive or incidental reference.

K. Merger: This Agreement, including any attachments hereto, and/or documents

incorporated by reference herein, contains the sole and entire agreement of the Partners.

L. Waiver: Failure to enforce any provision of this Agreement by either party shall not

constitute waiver of that provision. Waivers must be express and evidenced in writing.

M. Counterparts: This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be

deemed an original (including copies sent to a party by facsimile transmission) as against

the party signing such counterpart, but which together shall constitute one and the same

instrument.

N. Agency: The COA is not an agent or representative of the United States, the Department

of the Interior, or the NPS, nor will the COA represent itself as such to third parties.
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O. Survival: Any and all provisions that, by themselves or their nature, are reasonably

expected to be performed after the expiration or earlier termination of this Agreement

shall survive and be enforceable after the expiration or earlier termination of this

Agreement.  Any and all liabilities, actual or contingent, that have arisen during the term

of this Agreement and in connection with this Agreement shall survive expiration or

termination of this Agreement.

P. Partial Invalidity: If any provision of this Agreement or the application thereof to any

party or circumstance shall, to any extent, be held invalid or unenforceable, the remainder

of this Agreement or the application of such provision to the parties or circumstances

other than those to which it is held invalid or unenforceable shall not be affected thereby,

and each provision of this Agreement shall be valid and be enforced to the fullest extent

permitted by law.

Q. Captions and Headings: The captions, headings, article numbers, and paragraph numbers

and letters appearing in this Agreement are inserted only as a matter of convenience and

in no way shall be construed as defining or limiting the scope or intent of the provisions

of this Agreement nor in any way affecting this Agreement.

ARTICLE XII - SIGNATURES 

IN WITNESS THEREOF, the Parties have caused this Agreement to be executed by their duly 

authorized representatives. 

For the CITY OF ALEXANDRIA: 

___________________________________ __________________ 

Mark Jinks Date 

City Manager 

Approved as to Form:  _______________________ 

City Attorney 

For the U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, 

NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION: 

___________________________________ __________________ 

Robert A. Vogel Date 

Regional Director 

Exhibits A – Green Scenic Area Parcels 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
 

BETWEEN THE FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION, 
THE CITY OF ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA, 

THE WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSIT AUTHORITY, 
THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

 
 AND 

 
THE VIRGINIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

 
REGARDING 

 
THE POTOMAC YARD METRORAIL STATION 

 
 

WHEREAS the Potomac Yard Metrorail Station consists of a station along the existing 
Metrorail Blue and Yellow Lines between Ronald Reagan Washington National Airport and the 
Braddock Road stations within the City of Alexandria, Virginia (Attachment A, Figures 1 and 2) 
(“Undertaking”); and 

 
WHEREAS the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) may provide funding to the City of 

Alexandria, Virginia (City of Alexandria) for the Undertaking pursuant to Federal transit law (49 U.S.C. 
Chapter 53) and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (codified at 
54 U.S.C. 300101, et seq.) and its implementing regulations at 36 CFR Part 800, as amended, hereinafter 
collectively referred to as “Section 106;” and  

 
WHEREAS, the City of Alexandria is the Undertaking’s project sponsor and FTA is serving as 

the Undertaking’s lead Federal agency pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA, 
codified as 42 USC 4321 et seq.) and is the Federal agency responsible for compliance with Section 106; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, FTA shall serve as the lead Agency Official and shall act in cooperation with the 

City of Alexandria, the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA), and the National 
Park Service (NPS) in fulfilling their collective responsibilities under Section 106; and 

 
WHEREAS, the NPS, the Federal Agency with jurisdiction over the Mount Vernon Memorial 

Highway and George Washington Memorial Parkway, which are part of a unit of the National Park 
System, and the Greens Scenic Area Easement, has participated in the Section 106 process for the 
Undertaking; and 

 
WHEREAS, NPS approval is required for the portion of the Undertaking affecting the George 

Washington Memorial Parkway; and 
 
WHEREAS, after detailed study of various alternatives and their associated impacts, the City of 

Alexandria, through coordination with FTA and WMATA, has identified a Preferred Alternative for 
detailed engineering and construction for the Undertaking; and 

 
WHEREAS, FTA, in consultation with the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (VDHR), 
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has established the Undertaking’s Area of Potential Effects (APE) for purposes of the Section 106 
analysis, as defined at 36 CFR 800.16(d), to encompass the geographic areas within which the 
Undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alterations in the character or use of historic properties, as 
illustrated in Figure 3 of Attachment A, recognizing that the APE may require modification as more 
detailed engineering for the Undertaking is developed; and  

 
WHEREAS, FTA, in consultation with the VDHR and NPS, has identified four historic 

properties that are eligible for or listed in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) 
within the Undertaking’s APE, illustrated in Figure 4 of Attachment A.  

 
WHEREAS, FTA, in consultation with the NPS and the VDHR, has determined that the 

Undertaking will have adverse effects on three of the four properties listed in the National Register 
including: the Mount Vernon Memorial Highway (MVMH; DHR ID#029-0218), the George 
Washington Memorial Parkway (GWMP; DHR ID#029-0228), and the Parkways of the National 
Capital Region, 1913-1965 (PNCR; DHR ID#029-5524); and 

 
 
WHEREAS, FTA, in consultation with the NPS and the VDHR, has determined that the 

Undertaking will have no adverse effect on the following property eligible for listing in the National 
Register: Abingdon Apartments (DHR ID#100-5264); and 

 
WHEREAS, FTA, in consultation with the NPS and the VDHR, has determined that the 

Undertaking will have adverse effects on the MVMH, GWMP, and PNCR resulting from: 
 

 removal of contributing vegetative features of the MVMH and GWMP for construction 
of a staging area, station facilities, and realigned track. These activities will physically 
damage the historic properties and will create views not intended in the original design of 
the roadway; and 

 transfer of 0.16 acre of land within the MVMH and GWMP out of NPS ownership and a 
transfer of 1.71 acres of land within the Scenic Greens Area Easement (a contributing 
resource to the MVMH and GWMP) currently held by the NPS; and 

 permanent construction of station facilities within the National Register boundaries of the 
GWMP and MVMH. 

 
WHEREAS, FTA, in consultation with the NPS and the VDHR, has determined that the 

Undertaking will have adverse effects on the Greens Scenic Area Easement, a contributing resource to 
the MVMH and GWMP; and 

 
WHEREAS, this Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) includes active measures to mitigate any 

adverse effects to the following historic properties and contributing resources listed in the National 
Register: MVMH, GWMP, PNCR, and the Greens Scenic Area Easement; and 

 
WHEREAS, FTA, in consultation with the VDHR, has completed identification and evaluation 

of archaeological resources within the Undertaking’s APE, as documented in the following reports: 
Phase I Archaeological Survey Report, Potomac Yard Metrorail Station Project, City of Alexandria, 
Virginia and Arlington County, Virginia (Lawrence et al. 2013) and Addendum Phase I Archaeological 
Survey Report, Potomac Yard Metrorail Station Project, City of Alexandria, Virginia and Arlington 
County, Virginia (Lawrence et al. 2015); and 
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WHEREAS, based on the results of those studies, FTA, the City of Alexandria, WMATA, the 
VDHR, and the NPS agree that the Undertaking will have no impact on documented archaeological 
resources but that additional steps will be taken to protect documented archaeological resources 
proximate to the APE; and 

 
WHEREAS, it is understood that this MOA is based upon review of preliminary engineering, 

which will be refined as the Undertaking design advances and reviewed at certain points by the 
signatory parties to this MOA and other consulting parties during Undertaking design; and 

 
WHEREAS, FTA, the City of Alexandria, WMATA, NPS, and the VDHR acknowledge that as 

a result of modifications to the Undertaking or the addition of ancillary actions to the Undertaking, there 
may be effects on additional previously identified historic properties within the APE or additional 
cultural resources or archaeologically sensitive areas outside the APE; therefore, this MOA sets forth the 
measures that will be implemented to identify and consider any further effects to historic properties; and 

 
WHEREAS, FTA, in coordination with the City of Alexandria and WMATA, has consulted 

with the VDHR, pursuant to the requirements of Section 106; and FTA, the City of Alexandria, 
WMATA, and the VDHR determined that it is appropriate to enter into this MOA, pursuant to 36 CFR 
800.14(b); and 
 

WHEREAS, FTA has identified and invited the following parties (herein referred to as 
“consulting parties”) to comment and consult on the effects of the Undertaking on historic resources as 
part of the Section 106 process and has invited them to sign this MOA as invited signatories: United 
States Army Corps of Engineers (Norfolk District), City of Alexandria (Historic Preservation Office, 
Department of Planning and Zoning; Alexandria Archaeology; and the Office of Historic Alexandria), 
Alexandria Historical Society, Alexandria Historical Restoration and Preservation Commission, 
Alexandria Federation of Civic Associations, Old Town Business and Professional Association, 
Arlington County Department of Community Planning (Housing and Development, Neighborhood 
Services Division), Lynhaven Civic Association, National Capital Planning Commission, and the  
NorthEast Citizens’ Association ; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Undertaking will cross parkland under the authority of the NPS and the City of 

Alexandria must obtain a NPS Special Use permit to access NPS parklands, and the NPS has been 
invited to be a signatory to this MOA; and 
 

WHEREAS, in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(a)(1), FTA has notified the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation (ACHP) of its adverse effect determination with the required documentation 
and the ACHP has not chosen to participate in the consultation pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6(a)(1)(iii); 
and 

 
WHEREAS, this MOA was developed with appropriate public involvement (pursuant to 36 

CFR 800.2(d) and 800.6(a)), and the public was provided the opportunity to comment on the 
Undertaking and will hereafter be provided with further opportunities to comment on the Undertaking as 
stipulated further in this MOA; and 

 
WHEREAS, FTA and the City of Alexandria sought and considered the views of the public on 

this Undertaking through the public involvement process described in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS), including public workshops and meetings, a website, mass mailings, public hearing 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and public comments thereon, resulting in this MOA 
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being developed with public participation during the Section 106 process; and 
 
WHEREAS, the VDHR agrees that fulfillment of the terms of the MOA will satisfy the 

responsibilities of the City of Alexandria and any Virginia state agency under the requirements of the 
[cite VA HP Law or enabling legislation here], for any components of the Undertaking that require 
licensing, permitting, and/or funding actions from Virginia state agencies; 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, FTA, the City of Alexandria, WMATA, NPS, and the VDHR agree that 

the Undertaking shall be implemented in accordance with the following stipulations in order to take into 
account the effect of the Undertaking on historic properties. 
 

STIPULATIONS 
 
FTA and the City of Alexandria shall implement the following stipulations: 
 
I. PURPOSE 
 
This MOA sets forth the process by which FTA and the NPS, with the assistance of the City of 
Alexandria and WMATA, will meet their responsibilities under Section 106 for the Undertaking. The 
MOA establishes procedures for ongoing consultation among FTA, the City of Alexandria, WMATA, 
the VDHR, the NPS, and the consulting parties to consider and resolve the Undertaking’s effects on 
historic properties during the design and construction phases of the Undertaking. The stipulations below 
set forth measures for avoidance, minimization, and mitigation, and resolution of adverse effects on 
historic properties, and for design review and public interpretation; in addition, the stipulations specify 
how the signatory parties and the other consulting parties will be involved in specified review. 
 
II. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE SIGNATORIES 
 

A. Signatory Parties 
 
FTA, the City of Alexandria, WMATA, the VDHR, and the NPS are the signatory parties 
(herein “signatory” or “signatory parties”) to this MOA. The signatory parties shall 
participate in the coordination process as specified in subsequent stipulations of the 
MOA. 
 

B. Federal Transit Administration 
 

FTA shall include the obligations set forth in this MOA as part of its Record of Decision 
and a condition of FTA approval of any grant issued for design and construction of the 
Undertaking. 
 

C. City of Alexandria, Virginia 
 

The City of Alexandria shall implement the terms of this MOA during design, 
construction, and operation of the Undertaking. 
 

D. Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
 
WMATA shall implement the terms of this MOA during design, construction, and 
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operation of the Undertaking. 
 
WMATA shall establish a Cultural Resources Management Team (CRMT) for the design 
and construction phases of the Undertaking to assist WMATA in implementing the 
provisions of this MOA.  
 
1. The CRMT shall comprise a team of personnel meeting the qualifications specified in 

Stipulation III.A and shall carry out all cultural resources work pursuant to this MOA 
in accordance with the relevant documents in Stipulation III.B. 

 
2. A member of the CRMT will be on-site when there is a potential for historic 

properties (including both built historic properties and archaeological resources) to be 
affected by the construction and will take responsibility to monitor all construction 
activities that may affect historic and archaeological resources, when warranted, or 
when requested by the NPS for NPS historic and archaeological resources. 

 
3. The CRMT will train appropriate members of the on-site contractor staff regarding 

the stipulations outlined in this MOA and any documents that pertain to the protection 
of historic resources prior to the commencement of work and at regular intervals not 
to exceed six months. A requirement to comply with the provisions of the MOA in 
cooperation with WMATA and the CRMT will be included in all design and 
construction contracts related to the Undertaking. A copy of this training 
(presentation and handouts) will be provided to the consulting parties for review and 
comment prior to implementation. 

 
E. National Park Service 
 

1. Consultation on Further Design. The NPS shall review and concur with design 
drawings and provide comments to the City of Alexandria and WMATA per 
Stipulation VI.A.1 for the portion of the Undertaking that intersects the George 
Washington Memorial Parkway and Greens Scenic Area Easement as described in 
Stipulation VI.A.1. In addition, the NPS shall review and approve per Stipulation 
VI.A.1 design drawings for replacement of trees and other vegetation on the property. 
No construction activities may begin on the project until the final design drawings 
have been approved by the Signatories. 
 

2. Use of NPS Parklands. 
 

a. NPS Permits. WMATA shall obtain from the NPS, Special Use permits to 
cross parkland and access and use these areas, and any other NPS permits that 
may be necessary, such as for archaeological survey. 
 

b. WMATA shall restore these areas to their pre-construction condition or a 
mutually agreed-upon condition if pre-construction condition is not possible 
due to Undertaking elements, pursuant to the terms and conditions in the 
relevant NPS permit(s). 
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III. PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS 
 

A.  Qualifications 
 

WMATA shall ensure that all cultural resources work performed pursuant to this MOA is 
carried out by or under the direct supervision of personnel meeting The Secretary of the 
Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards (48 FR 44716) (hereinafter cited as 
“qualifications”) with experiences and background in History, Architectural History, 
Historic Architecture, and Archaeology, as appropriate. These personnel shall perform or 
directly supervise all cultural resources work pursuant to this MOA. 
 

B.  Standards and Guidelines 
 

WMATA shall complete all cultural resources investigations and preservation work 
executed as part of this MOA according to the following accepted professional standards 
and guidelines: 
 
1. Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic 

Preservation (48 FR 44716; 1983 and successors); 
 

2. Guidelines for Conducting Historic Resources Survey in Virginia (VDHR 2011); 
 

3. Virginia Department of Historic Resources State Collections Management Standards 
(VDHR 2011); 

 
4. Advisory Council on Historic Preservation – Section 106 Archeology Guidance 

(ACHP 2007); 
 

5. Recommended Approach for Consultation on Recovery of Significant Information for 
Archeological Sites, ACHP 2007 (64 FR 27085-27087); 

 
6. Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Policy Statement Regarding Treatment of 

Burial Sites, Human Remains and Funerary Objects, ACHP 2007; and 
 

7. Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 
CFR Part 68). 

 
IV. ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES STIPULATIONS 
 

FTA has determined through the Section 106 process that the Undertaking will not have an 
adverse effect on documented archaeological resources. However, development of a 
Construction Protection Plan is stipulated to assure protection of archaeological resources within 
100 feet of project impacts during construction.  An Unanticipated Discoveries Plan will be 
developed as a component of the Construction Protection Plan for archaeological resources that 
may be encountered during construction. Accordingly, this MOA sets forth the following 
measures that will be implemented to ensure that documented and undocumented archaeological 
resources will be protected from adverse impacts. 
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 A. Construction Protection Plan 
 

WMATA will develop a construction protection plan (CPP) in consultation with the 
FTA, NPS, VDHR, and the City of Alexandria to assure protection of archaeological 
resources within 100 feet of project impacts.  NPS internal procedures shall apply only to 
activities and resources on NPS properties or the Greens Scenic Area Easement. The CPP 
will include the following elements: 
 
1. Language will be included in the project bid documents to make contractors aware 

that archaeologically sensitive areas are present near their work zone and must be 
avoided. 
 

2. A professional archaeologist shall supervise the installation of protective fencing in 
the area between the project LOD and the boundaries of 44AX0221 and 44AX0222. 
Given the relatively shallow depths of archaeological deposits in this area (0-11 
centimeters), use of either jersey barriers or a footed fence is recommended, as 
opposed to in-ground fencing. If such barriers are used, protective surface matting 
must be laid underneath these types of barriers.  The protective fencing should be 
installed prior to construction and maintained in place during the entirety of the 
construction project. 

 
3. If any changes occur in the design of construction staging, and consultation between 

FTA, NPS, WMATA, the City of Alexandria, and VDHR recommends additional 
investigation, then professional archaeologists shall design and implement a Phase I 
archaeological survey to test sensitive areas to comply with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act after acquiring any requisite excavation permits, if 
needed.  

 
4. A professional archaeologist meeting 36CFR Part 61 qualifications will be present to 

monitor any ground-disturbing activity in the vicinity of archaeological sites 
44AX0221 and 44AX0222. Construction activities with the potential to impact 
subsurfaces include, but are not limited to, excavation, grading, or the removal of the 
root system of vegetation. In the event that any archaeological remains may be 
encountered in the monitoring zone, the protocol established for unanticipated 
discoveries will be followed.  

 
5. A plan for responding to unanticipated discoveries will be included in the CPP. The 

plan will include the necessary measures to adequately and appropriately identify, 
assess, and, if necessary, mitigate adverse impacts to resources discovered 
unexpectedly during construction. FTA, WMATA, and (if the discovery is made on 
NPS property or the Greens Scenic Area Easement) NPS will implement this plan in 
the event that any archaeological resources and/or human remains are encountered 
during construction of the undertaking. NPS staff will be immediately notified of 
discoveries occurring on NPS property or the Greens Scenic Area Easement, and 
FTA and WMATA will be notified on the same business day. Should the undertaking 
uncover Native American human remains on federal property, FTA shall comply with 
the requirements of the Native American Graves Repatriation Act (NAGPRA, 25 
USC 3001). 
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V. HISTORIC PROPERTIES STIPULATIONS 
 
FTA has determined through the Section 106 process that the Undertaking will have adverse effects on 
three historic properties due to construction activities and/or the siting of Undertaking-related facilities 
and infrastructure. It is possible that additional, previously unidentified historic properties may be 
identified within the Undertaking’s APE in the future or in the area of any new Undertaking elements 
(see Stipulation VII) and that these historic properties may be affected by the Undertaking. Accordingly, 
this MOA sets forth the following measures that will be implemented for all built historic properties 
within the Undertaking’s APE to not only resolve any adverse effects, but also to avoid adverse effects 
through sensitive design and positive protections. 
 
 A.  Identification of Additional Built Historic Properties and Assessment of     Undertaking Effects 

 
If additional built historic properties not previously identified in the Section 106 process 
are identified in the Undertaking’s APE during design or construction of the Undertaking, 
or if new Undertaking elements are added to the Undertaking that result in an adverse 
effect, the City of Alexandria and WMATA shall consult with FTA, the VDHR, the NPS, 
and other consulting parties to evaluate eligibility and effects, if needed, in accordance 
with the process outlined in Stipulation VII for ancillary activities and design 
modifications. 

 
 B.  Construction Protection Plans 
   

To avoid Undertaking-related construction damage to any known or unknown built 
historic property, the City of Alexandria and WMATA, in consultation with FTA, the 
VDHR, and other relevant consulting parties that have an interest in the affected 
properties, shall develop and implement Construction Protection Plans (CPP) for built 
historic properties six months prior to construction; these plans will include best practices 
and contractor requirements that will avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects. A list 
of procedures will be included in the CPP, which will be developed prior to construction 
of the Undertaking. The City of Alexandria and WMATA shall provide the NPS a draft 
version of the CPP for review and comment on activities within NPS properties or the 
Greens Scenic Area Easement. The City of Alexandria and WMATA will incorporate 
NPS comments into the CPP and include NPS-specific construction practices for 
activities within NPS properties or the Greens Scenic Area Easement. The City of 
Alexandria and WMATA shall include all historic properties that have the potential to be 
affected by construction-related activities in CPP(s). The City of Alexandria and 
WMATA shall implement such plans in conjunction with construction sequencing. 

  
VI. MITIGATION OF ADVERSE EFFECTS TO THE MOUNT VERNON MEMORIAL 

HIGHWAY (MVMH; DHR ID#029-0218), THE GEORGE WASHINGTON MEMORIAL 
PARKWAY (GWMP; DHR ID#029-0228), THE PARKWAYS OF THE NATIONAL 
CAPITAL REGION (PNCR; DHR ID#029-5524), AND THE GREENS SCENIC AREA 
EASEMENT 

 
Throughout the final design process, FTA, the City of Alexandria, and WMATA, in coordination 
with the NPS and the other consulting parties, shall monitor the development of design drawings 
to avoid adverse effects to the Mount Vernon Memorial Highway; George Washington Memorial 
Parkway; and Greens Scenic Area Easement. Context-sensitive design specifications for historic 
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properties will be developed in accordance with Stipulation VI.A and in consultation with the 
NPS, the City of Alexandria’s Board of Architectural Review, and other consulting parties that 
have an interest. Context-sensitive design may be used to avoid adverse effects. Consultation and 
monitoring of the design drawings shall follow the review process outlined in Stipulations V.B 
and VI.A.1. 
 
NPS and the City of Alexandria, in coordination with FTA, WMATA, and other consulting 
parties, have agreed to implement the following measures to minimize and mitigate adverse 
effects on the properties listed in this section. 

 
 A.  Design Review 
  1. WMATA shall submit design drawings of the Undertaking (including site plan, elevations, and 
specifications, where applicable) complete to 60 percent or equivalent (semi-final review) and 90 
percent or equivalent (final review) to the City of Alexandria and the NPS for NPS resources and as 
otherwise appropriate, and provide opportunities for review and comment from consulting parties that 
have an interest in the affected properties. The purpose of the review is to a) assess the compatibility of 
the proposed designs with the approaches to new construction recommended in the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR Part 68), and b) ensure adequate 
landscape restoration and screening along the west side of the MVMH/GWMP and within the Greens 
Scenic Area Easement in the vicinity of the Undertaking, in order to avoid or minimize permanent 
adverse visual effects to historic properties. WMATA shall carefully consider the comments provided by 
the other signatory parties and the other consulting parties and incorporate suggested modifications, as 
appropriate. Review and comment on such submissions shall follow the process set forth in Stipulation 
VIII. NPS concurrence is required if this pertains to the MVMH/GWMP or Greens Scenic Area 
Easement. WMATA shall provide opportunities for public input in the design development process by 
soliciting comments through community meetings and ongoing outreach efforts in accordance with 
processes and schedules established as part of those meetings and efforts.  
 
 B.  Mount Vernon Memorial Highway (DHR ID#029-0218), George Washington   Memorial 
Parkway (DHR ID#029-0228), Parkways of the National     Capital Region (DHR ID#029-5524), and 
the Greens Scenic Area Easement 
   

1. Convey land to the United States in fee for permanently impacted areas of the GWMP 
and Greens Scenic Area easement. The exact amount of land and properties to be 
exchanged between the Parties will be determined in a finalized agreement, consistent 
with the equal value exchange in property or interest in property per 54 U.S.C. 
102901. 
 

2. Completion of a current conditions landscape plan for all areas of vegetation to be 
removed from the GWMP and Greens Scenic Area Easement, prior to construction: 
Evaluate the number, type, size, age, and health of vegetation. Include restoration 
plan as referenced in the FEIS. Integrate timeline, identify responsible parties, 
stipulate professional standards for final review and approval, etc. 

 
3. Restoration of the vegetative screening along the western side of the MVMH/GWMP 

and along the Greens Scenic Area Easement in areas used for construction of the 
Undertaking, in a manner consistent with the recommendations in the 2009 Cultural 
Landscape Report, The Vegetation of the George Washington Memorial Parkway, 
Central Section: Alexandria to Arlington Memorial Bridge: Integrate timeline, 
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identify responsible parties (NPS to have approval authority), stipulate professional 
standards for final review and approval, etc., in accordance with the design review 
process outlined in Stipulation VI.A.1. 

 
VII. DESIGN DEVELOPMENT, ALIGNMENT MODIFICATIONS AND ANCILLARY 

ACTIVITIES 
 
The Undertaking may result in unforeseen effects on other historic properties and archaeological sites 
due to changes made during design development, alignment modifications, or as a result of associated 
ancillary activities including, but not limited to, construction staging areas, storm water management 
facilities, wetland mitigation areas, reforestation areas, environmental stewardship activities, or other 
actions. Should such activities be added for which cultural resources studies or assessments have not 
been completed, the City of Alexandria shall consult with VDHR, and also the NPS if within the 
MVMH/GWMP, and other consulting parties that have an interest in the affected properties, and 
implement all required cultural resources studies in accordance with the applicable professional 
standards in Stipulation III and with the following procedures: 
 
A. Identification 
The City of Alexandria shall review any additions or changes to the Undertaking and implement 
identification investigations as necessary to identify any historic properties that may be impacted by the 
additions or changes to the Undertaking. The City of Alexandria shall provide all completed information 
to the VDHR, FTA, the NPS, WMATA, and other consulting parties that have an interest in the affected 
properties under this PA for review and comment. NPS concurrence is required if this pertains to the 
MVMH/GWMP or Greens Scenic Area Easement. If the VDHR does not provide written comments 
within 30 calendar days of receipt, the City of Alexandria may assume VDHR acceptance of the results. 
 
B. Evaluation 
The City of Alexandria shall evaluate all cultural resources identified in the areas inventoried under 
Stipulation VII.A in accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(c) to determine their eligibility for the National 
Register. The City of Alexandria shall provide the results of any such evaluation efforts to the VDHR, 
FTA, WMATA, and other consulting parties that have an interest in the affected properties, for review 
and comment. NPS concurrence is required if this pertains to the MVMH/GWMP or Greens Scenic Area 
Easement. If the VDHR does not provide written comments within 30 calendar days of receipt, the City 
of Alexandria may assume VDHR acceptance of the results. 
 
C. Treatment 
Should any property eligible for inclusion in the National Register be identified under Stipulation VII.A, 
the City of Alexandria shall make a reasonable and good faith effort to avoid adversely impacting the 
resources by realigning or modifying the Undertaking. If adverse effects are unavoidable, the City of 
Alexandria, WMATA, FTA, NPS, the VDHR, and other consulting parties that have an interest in the 
affected properties shall consult in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6 to develop and implement appropriate 
treatment options. NPS concurrence is required if this affects the MVMH/GWMP or Greens Scenic 
Area Easement. The City of Alexandria shall perform cultural resources work in accordance with the 
relevant professional standards in Stipulation III. 
 
VIII. DOCUMENT AND DESIGN REVIEW 
 
During the implementation of this MOA, the City of Alexandria, in coordination with FTA and 
WMATA, shall provide the VDHR, the NPS, and the other consulting parties with the opportunity to 
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review and comment on appropriate documents, reports, and design plans as specified in the stipulations 
throughout the MOA. NPS concurrence is required if any of these pertain to the MVMH/GWMP or 
Greens Scenic Area Easement. In general, review periods will encompass a timeframe not to exceed 30 
calendar days from receipt of the item for review, unless otherwise specified in the MOA. 
 
A. The VDHR and the NPS shall provide comments to the City of Alexandria and WMATA regarding 
any plan or document submitted pursuant to this MOA, as promptly as possible, but not to exceed 30 
calendar days of the receipt of such revisions. 
 
B. If the VDHR does not submit comments in writing within 30 calendar days of the receipt of any such 
submissions, the City of Alexandria and WMATA may assume VDHR acceptance of the submitted 
document. 
 
C. If the VDHR, the NPS, or another consulting party objects within 30 calendar days of the receipt of 
any submissions, then FTA, the City of Alexandria, WMATA, the VDHR, and the NPS shall consult 
within 15 days of the receipt of an objection in an effort to resolve it. 
 
D. If FTA, the City of Alexandria, and WMATA cannot resolve VDHR, the NPS, and/or the other 
consulting parties’ objections, and if further consultation with the VDHR and the NPS is deemed 
unproductive by any party, then the parties shall adhere to the dispute resolution procedures detailed 
under Stipulation X. 
 
E. FTA, WMATA, the City of Alexandria, the VDHR, and the NPS acknowledge that the timeframes 
set forth in this stipulation will be the maximum allowable under normal circumstances. In exigent 
circumstances (such as when construction activities have been suspended or delayed pending resolution 
of the matter), each party agrees to expedite their respective document review and dispute resolution 
obligations. 
 
IX.   MONITORING AND REPORTING 
 
Each six months following the execution of this MOA until it expires or is terminated, the City of 
Alexandria shall provide all signatories and concurring parties to this MOA a summary report detailing 
work undertaken pursuant to its terms. Such report shall include any scheduling changes proposed, any 
problems encountered, and any disputes and objections received during efforts to carry out the terms of 
this MOA.  
 
X. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
 
A. Objections by the Signatories 
Should any of the signatories to this MOA object in writing to FTA within 30 days to any plans or 
actions proposed pursuant to this PA, FTA shall first consult with the objecting party to resolve the 
objection. If FTA determines that such objection cannot be resolved through such consultation, FTA 
shall within a 30-day time period: 
 
1. Forward all documentation relevant to the objection, including FTA’s proposed resolution, to the 
ACHP. Prior to reaching a final decision on the dispute, FTA shall prepare a written response that takes 
into account any timely advice or comments regarding the dispute from the ACHP, signatory parties, 
and other consulting parties, and provide them with a copy of this written response. FTA shall then 
proceed according to its final decision. 
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2. If the ACHP does not provide its advice regarding the objection within the 30-day time period, FTA 
may make a final decision on the dispute and proceed accordingly. Prior to reaching such a final 
decision, FTA shall prepare a written response that takes into account any timely comments regarding 
the dispute from the signatories and concurring parties to the MOA, and provide them and the ACHP 
with a copy of such written response. 
 
3. FTA’s responsibility to carry out all other actions subject to the terms of this MOA that are not the 
subject of the dispute remains unchanged. 
 
B. Objections by Consulting Parties and the Public 
At any time during the implementation of this MOA, should a consulting party or member of the public 
raise an objection pertaining to this agreement or the effect of the Undertaking on historic properties, the 
City of Alexandria shall consult with FTA, the objector, and the signatory parties to this agreement, as 
needed. After considering these discussions, the City of Alexandria shall account for and resolve the 
objection in an appropriate manner. 
 
XI. OTHER 
 
A. Contact Information 
For purposes of notices and consulting pursuant to this MOA, the following contact information should 
be used for the signatory agencies: 
 
FTA 
Daniel Koenig, Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Transit Administration, D.C. Metro Office 
1990 K Street NW, Suite 510 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
 
CITY OF ALEXANDRIA 
[contact info] 
 
WMATA 
[contact info] 
 
VDHR 
[contact info] 
 
NPS 
[contact info] 
 
B. Emergency Situations 
If an emergency situation that represents an immediate threat to public health, safety, life or property 
creating the potential to affect a historic property should occur during the duration of this MOA, the 
regulations set forth in 36 CFR 800.12 shall be followed. The City of Alexandria shall notify FTA, 
WMATA, and the VDHR of the condition that has created the situation and the measures to be taken to 
respond to the emergency or hazardous condition, and immediately notify the NPS if it pertains to the 
MVMH/GWMP or Greens Scenic Area Easement. FTA, the VDHR, and the NPS may submit 
comments to the City of Alexandria within seven days of the notification. If the City of Alexandria 
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determines that circumstances do not permit seven days for comment, the City of Alexandria shall notify 
FTA, WMATA, the VDHR, and the NPS and invite any comments in the determined and stated time 
available. The City of Alexandria shall consider these comments in developing a response to the 
treatment of historic properties in relation to the emergency. 
 
C. Anti-Deficiency Act – Federal Parties 
The obligations of Federal agencies under this MOA are pursuant to 31 USC 1341(a)(1); therefore 
nothing in this MOA shall be construed as binding the United States to expend in any one fiscal year any 
sum in excess of appropriations made by Congress for this purpose, or to involve the United States in 
any contract or obligation for the further expenditure of money in excess of such appropriations. 
 
XII. AMENDMENTS 
 
Any signatory to this MOA may propose to FTA that the MOA be amended, whereupon FTA shall 
consult with all signatories and consulting parties to consider such an amendment. This MOA will be 
amended when agreed to in writing by all signatories. FTA or its designee shall provide a copy of the 
amended MOA to all consulting parties within thirty (30) days of execution by the signatories. 
 
XIII. COORDINATION WITH OTHER FEDERAL REVIEWS 
 
In the event any other federal agency provides funding, permits, licenses, or other assistance to the 
Potomac Yard Metrorail Project as it was planned at the time of the execution of this MOA, such 
funding or approving agency may comply with Section 106 by agreeing in writing to the terms of this 
MOA and so notifying and consulting the SHPO and ACHP.  Any necessary amendments will be 
coordinated pursuant to Stipulation XII. 
 
XIV. TERMINATION 
 
If any signatory to this MOA determines that its terms will not or cannot be carried out, that party shall 
immediately consult with the other parties to attempt to develop an amendment per Stipulation XII. If 
within thirty (30) days (or another time period agreed to by all signatories) an amendment cannot be 
reached, any signatory may terminate the MOA upon written notification to the other signatories. If the 
MOA is terminated, the City of Alexandria and FTA must comply with  36 CFR Part 800, Subpart B 
with regard to individual undertakings of the program covered by the MOA, pursuant to 36 CFR 
800.14(b)(2)(v), prior to work continuing on the Undertaking. The City of Alexandria and FTA shall 
notify the signatories as to the course of action they will pursue.  
 
XV.  DURATION 
 
This MOA will be null and void if its terms are not carried out within ten (10) years [or specify another 
appropriate time period] from the date of its execution.  Prior to such time, FTA may consult with the 
other signatories to reconsider the terms of the MOA and amend it in accordance with Stipulation XII.  
 
XVI. EFFECTIVE DATE OF AGREEMENT 
 
The MOA shall become effective when executed by the last of the Signatories. 
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Execution of this Memorandum of Agreement by the FTA, the City of Alexandria, WMATA, VDHR, 
and the NPS, the submission of documentation and filing of this MOA with the ACHP pursuant to 36 
CFR 800.6(b)(1)(iv) prior to the FTA’s approval of the Undertaking, and implementation of the terms of 
this MOA, provide evidence that the FTA has taken into account the effects of this Undertaking on 
historic properties and afforded the ACHP an opportunity to comment.* 
 
SIGNATORIES: 
 
FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION 
 
By:                             ___                                    Date: ________________                 
 
 
CITY OF ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA  
 
By:                             ___                                    Date: ________________                 
 
 
WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSIT AUTHORITY 
 
By:                             ___                                    Date: ________________                 
 
 
VIRGINIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 
 
By:                             ___                                    Date: ________________                 
 
 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
 
By:                             ___                                    Date: ________________                 
 
 
4. INVITED SIGNATORIES: 
 
[insert invited signatory name] 
 
By:                             ___                                    Date: ________________                 
 
  
CONCURRING PARTIES:  
 
[insert name of concurring party] 
 
By:                             ___                                    Date: ________________                 
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Notes: 
 
* Remember that the agency must submit a copy of the executed MOA, along with the documentation 
specified in 36 CFR. 800.11(f), to the ACHP prior to approving the Undertaking in order to meet the 
requirements of Section 106. 36 CFR  800.6(b)(1)(iv)
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Attachment A 
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Figure 1: Project Location and Study Area 
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Figure 2: Project Preferred Alternative 
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Figure 3: Area of Potential Effects 
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Figure 4: Historic Properties in the APE 
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